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ABSTRACT

An Investigation of the Influence of Irish as an LI or L2 on Subsequent
Instructed Language Acquisition in L3 or L4

Research in Ireland to date has paid little attention to the fact that all foreign language
teaching occurs in the context where the FL (foreign language) is an L3. The present
study examines the extent to which students transfer or modify strategies they had
previously deployed in learning Irish to their L3/L4. It is proposed that students are
deploying the same strategies in their learning of Irish as an L1/L2 and the foreign
language (FL) as an L3/L4, thus indicating a similar approach to the learning process.
Cognitive, metacognitive and socio-affective strategies are examined. The research
also focuses on differences in strategy deployment between students learning a
foreign language (FL) as an L3 and those who are learning a FL as an L4. Through
the added variable of previous L3 acquisition an L4 learner's store of linguistic and
metalinguistic knowledge will be greater, thus inferring that an L4 learner will have a
broader range of strategies from which to choose than an L3 learner. This thesis posits
that L4 learners will exploit this wider selection available to them. The research is
based on 438 questionnaires completed by students of French and German as L3/L4 at
secondary and tertiary level institutions in the Cork/Kerry region.
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Chapter one:

1.1

Introduction

Background to the Present Study

This investigation was triggered by a previous study at the Institute of Technology
Tralee (O Laoire et al, 2000). The study conducted among students of French,
German and Spanish as L3/L4 made some preliminary investigations into learners'
metalinguistic awareness, as a result of exposure to formal instruction in Irish at
second level and into its influence on subsequent language learning (L3/L4).
Conclusions were drawn which the present study seeks to explore further. O Laoire et
al (2000) conclude, for example, that students are deploying the same strategies in
their learning of Irish as an L1/L2 and the foreign language (FL) as an L3, thus
indicating a similar approach to the learning process. They report that the
metalinguistic awareness transfer from the Irish to the FL does not seem to occur, with
60% of learners replying that it was not easier in fact to study L3 due to the fact that
they had already studied Irish. The researchers thus conclude that the majority student
feeling was that Irish did not help them in their subsequent acquisition of an L3.
Negative factors cited were interference and the fact that Irish was 'unlike other
languages'. The purpose of the present study is to examine these issues further by
focusing in detail on strategies used in L2 and L3/L4 learning and by analysing
patterns of deployment.

1.2

The Influence of Irish on FL Learning

This study, therefore, is an investigation of strategy deployment of four hundred and
thirty-eight second and third level students. At the time of the study, all were learning
Irish and a FL, or in the case of third level students had learned Irish and were
studying a FL. The research includes learners of L3/L4 whose first language is
English, and also learners at Gaelcholdisti, schools where instruction is generally
through the medium of Irish. Gaelcholdisti in the present study were located
primarily within the Gaeltacht regions (designated Irish-speaking regions) and thus
students in this group are likely to approximate to a situation of balanced bilingualism.
The data supplied by learners of L3/L4 is examined in order to assess transfer from
Irish as an L2 in the context of learning strategies. The study seeks to determine the
extent to which learners of L3/L4 transfer strategies they had previously deployed in
the learning of Irish. Since they are already experienced language learners it is
reasonable to expect them to have developed some metalinguistic awareness and
knowledge of what the language learning process entails in the course of their learning
of Irish. Attempts are also made to establish a correlation between strategy
deployment and effective language learning.

The Irish language has a unique status in Irish culture and society. It is the
first official language of the State and the mother tongue of about 5% of the
population and is inherently linked to Irish culture and heritage. The school system is
without doubt the main contributing factor to the maintenance and revival of Irish, as
it is less widely spoken outside the designated Gaeltacht areas. Irish is a compulsory
subject in primary and secondary schools, and the vast majority of students will have
had exposure to thirteen years of Irish instruction on completing their Leaving

Certificate Examination. 6 Laoire (1996) calculates that Irish students are exposed on
average to 3,186 hours of formal instruction in Irish. In mainstream post-primary
schools Irish is taught as a subject only, usually for about four hours per week. An
immersion programme, however, exists in the Gaelcholdisti in which, generally, all
instruction takes place in the Irish language.

As far as the FL is concerned, instruction does not normally begin until
students enter secondary school, when they are on average thirteen years old. French
is the most widely taught FL with 33,818 students having taken French as a subject in
the Leaving Certificate Examination 2001, followed by Gemian, taken by 9379
students. (Statistics received from the Department of Education and Science, 2003)

Studies in instructed L2/L3 acquisition in Ireland have, to date, had little
concern with the effects of prior language learning experience in Irish on the FL.
Research has thus, for the most part, not taken account of the fact that all FL
instruction occurs in the context of L3. Similarly, the area of learners' strategy
deployment, believed to play a crucial role in L2 influence, has not been explored in
any great detail in the context of Irish learners. The present study, therefore, attempts
to address this deficit to track the influence of Irish on subsequent FL acquisition.

1.3

Research Questions

Three hypotheses are put forward in this thesis.

Hypothesis 1: Students exhibit similar patterns of strategy deployment in
their learning of Irish as an L1/L2 and the FL as an L3/L4.

Hypothesis 2: L4 learners exhibit significantly different patterns of strategy
use to L3 learners and the type of strategy used by learners of L4 would
correlate with the increasing metalinguistic repertoire of L4 learners, given the
qualitative - added - component in L3/L4 acquisition.

Hypothesis 3: Students who have attained higher results in Junior and
Leaving Certificate examinations exhibit significantly different patterns of
strategy deployment to those who had obtained lower grades.

1.4

Layout

The primary intent of Chapter 2 is to establish a theoretical foundation for the
empirical research element of the project. The study straddles two main areas of
research in the field of applied linguistics; TLA and strategy deployment. The chapter
begins by establishing an Irish context for the research, observing that this is an ideal
environment for research in L3 acquisition and trilingualism. As the FL is invariably
acquired in the context of L3/L4 the relatively recent research area of third language
acquisition (TLA) is then explored. Research to date relating to central aspects of
trilingualism and TLA is presented against a backdrop of bilingualism and second
language acquisition (SLA). Contributions the theory makes to understanding the
phenomena of trilingualism and TLA are described. Relevant theoretical concepts
such as interference, interlanguage and cross-linguistic transfer are discussed. The

process of cross-linguistic influence is introduced and a detailed description of factors
affecting this. Since the study is primarily concerned with strategy deployment, this is
the second area of research investigated. Detailed definitions and descriptions of
various taxonomies detailed in the literature are provided. By exploring models of
strategy classification an insight is gained into the theory, which formed the basis for
the questionnaire, the primary data collection instrument in the study. A discussion as
to the present consensus concerning the teachability of strategies concludes this
review. Previous research thus provides the theoretical framework for the empirical
study.

Chapter 3 outlines the methodology used in the empirical part of the study.
It starts by outlining the objectives of the study. The merits of quantitative and
qualitative methods of data elicitation are discussed. The profile of the target groups
is provided. There follows a detailed description of the pilot questionnaire and final
questionnaire that were administered. The objectives of the questionnaire and the
taxonomies used to gain insight into learners' strategy deployment are presented.
Finally the procedures deployed in the statistical analysis are described. Chapter 3
thus details the objectives and the methodology of the data elicitation.

In Chapter 4 the data is analysed in order to explore the following hypotheses,
relating to the notion of transfer between languages, specifically in the context of
strategic competence.

Hypothesis 1 posits that students adopt the same approach in their learning of
Irish as an L1/L2 and the FL as an L3/L4 and, thus, exhibit similar patterns of strategy

deployment. It was hypothesised that this would hold true even more so for students
at Gaelcholciisti who were closer to balanced bilingualism. Furthermore, it was
expected that these students would exhibit a higher rate of strategy deployment than
their peers, their higher proficiency levels placing them in a better position to
maximise on previously acquired linguistic and metalinguistic knowledge.

Hypothesis 2 is closely linked to the first one. It was noted that many of the
students were studying an L4 and thus the following hypothesis was put forward: L4
learners would exhibit significantly different patterns of strategy use

and the

type of strategy used by learners of L4 would correlate with the increasing
metalinguistic repertoire of L4 learners, given the qualitative value - added component in L3/L4 acquisition. To gain insight into the above issues, references are
made to four LI semi-structured interviews, which were held shortly after the
questionnaires were administered.

Chapter 5 investigates exam performance and the concept of varying patterns
of strategy deployment between the 'good learner' and less successful learners.
Hypothesis 3 expected that, congruent with findings from past research, those students
who had attained higher results in Junior and Leaving Certificate examinations would
exhibit significantly different patterns of strategy deployment to those who had
obtained lower grades.

Chapter 6 is the concluding chapter and firstly draws together the issues,
which arise in Chapters 2 and 3. Then an overview is given of the findings in Chapters
4 and 5. Finally some general concluding remarks are made.

The number of European contexts in which at least three languages are taught at
school is ever-increasing and interest in minority/regional languages and major
European languages alike continues to grow. Europe is not alone in exposure to this
trend as worldwide, multilingual societies are the norm and not the exception. It is,
therefore, the study of the presence of three or more languages in one speaker that is
set to dominate future research in the area of applied linguistics. The hypotheses
tested in this study are, therefore, of particular relevance in the present climate.

Chapter Two:

Review of Research to Date

This review examines the two areas of applied linguistics, which are pertinent to the
present study. The first of these is the area of trilingualism and third language
acquisition (TLA). The second area is that of strategy deployment.

2.1

Background: The Irish Context

In Ireland Irish has co-official status with English and since 1922 efforts to maintain
and revive the language have been made, therefore, on the part of both public and
private institutions. As Irish is a compulsory subject at both primary and secondary
schools the educational system plays a central role in the maintenance and
revitalisation of Irish. There are two linguistic models through which children can
complete their primary and secondary school studies.
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Mainstream schools where English is the vehicle of all communication
and Irish is taught as a subject only (usually 4/5 hours per week).

Gaelcholdisti where Irish is generally the medium of all
communication. This is a total immersion programme for students
whose LI is English and a language reinforcement and literacy
development programme for those whose LI is Irish. These schools
may be located in the Gaeltachtai (designated Irish-speaking regions of
Ireland) or outside these areas.

It can be proposed that, in general, students in the Gaelcholdisti approximate
to a situation of balanced bilingualism i.e. all students having reached a high degree of
proficiency in both languages. Differences will exist, however, in proficiency levels,
which may be related to the degree to which the language is spoken in the home. Due
to the dominant presence of the English language in Irish society, all students would
have native proficiency.

Practically all students in Ireland speak English as LI and have some
competence in Irish as L2. A foreign language, therefore, is always learned in the
context of instructed language acquisition as being L3. This makes Ireland wellsuited for research on TLA because all Irish learners bring knowledge of English and
Irish to learning a third language, typically the foreign language (FL). As Irish is a
language in which students are fonnally instructed for the first time one would expect
that it affects not only learners’ perceptions of language-learning but also strategy
deployment and metalinguistic awareness. Thus, Irish instruction must have an
inlluence on the subsequent learning of other languages.

A further factor, which provides for interesting research in the area of
trilingualism/multilingualism, is the fact that since the learning of a first foreign
language is invariably in the context of L3, many Irish students, as in other bilingual
areas of Europe, are learning a second foreign language in the context of L4. This is
even more frequently the case since 1995, when the EU, with the objective of a
multilingual Europe, proposed the introduction to secondary education of a second
foreign language.

Upon completing initial training everyone should be proficient in two
Community foreign languages. (European Commission’s White Paper
on Education and Training: IV. Fourth General Objective)

In the same document, furthermore, the knowledge of at least three languages
was declared an essential qualification for citizens willing to make a full contribution
to the construction of an integrated Europe and to benefit from the professional and
personal opportunities offered by the single market.

2.2

Third Language Acquisition (TLA) and Trilingualism

2.2.1

Subjects of Research

Hoffmann (2001) identified 5 groups of individuals whose linguistic context results in
their learning of at least 3 languages and who have been the subject of research in the
area of TLA and trilingualism.

1.

Trilingual children who are brought up with two home
languages, which are different from the one spoken in the wider
community

2.

Children who grow up in a bilingual community and whose
home language is different from the community languages

3.

Third language learners i.e. bilinguals who acquire an L3 in the school
context

4.

Bilinguals who have become trilingual through immigration

5.

Members of trilingual communities
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Research to date has thus examined a significant diversity of subject groups,
each bringing individual variables to the process of TLA, which must be considered in
any overall conclusions made. Hoffmann's classification serves to underline the
complexities surrounding research in the field of TLA. In the context of this current
research the focus is on third language learners who are acquiring an L3 in the school
context.

2.2.2

Trilingualism and TLA: Concepts Distinct From Bilingualism and SLA

Bilingualism and second language acquisition (SLA) have been key research areas in
applied linguistics in the last century. With the vision of a multilingual Europe,
however, recognition of minority languages and increased mobility and migration,
trilingualism and TLA are set to be the focus of future research. The scope of the
literature with regard to L3 acquisition is much narrower than L2 acquisition as it is
only in the last decade that TLA has emerged as a distinct area of research. Studies in
this area are made all the more difficult by the fact that when three or more languages
are involved, the variables are extremely difficult to control.

Attempts are being made, nevertheless, to delimit trilingualism as a concept
in its own right as distinet from bilingualism. Several proposed definitions of
bilingualism allowed the inclusion of more than two languages, e.g.
.. .the ability of a person to use here and now two or more languages as
a means of communication in most situations and to switch from one
language to the other if necessary. (Oksaar, 1983:19)
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Indeed in the fields of bilingualism and SLA, in many cases no distinctions
have been made between language acquisition in an L2 or L3/L4 context.
Hammarberg (2001) indicates that most research in the field has restricted the scope
of investigation to considering just one L2 and one background LI. He explains that
this is the case despite the fact that the L2 may often be one of a number of languages
familiar to the learner. Furthermore, until recently most studies relating to
trilingualism and TLA have been carried out wdthin the theoretical framework of
bilingualism and SLA. Hoffmann (2001:13) claims that up to the present the general
assumption was that:
...trilingualism is essentially an extension of bilingualism and that until
we have firm evidence of qualitative differences in addition to the
obvious quantitative ones there is no compelling reason to see
trilingualism in a different light.

The general consensus now, however, seems to be that trilingualism, while
obviously sharing some features of bilingualism, also has its own unique features and
is quite distinct a concept from bilingualism.
The processes used in TLA may be similar to those used in SLA but
the variable of previous language learning complicates these processes.
(Clyne, 1997:113)

2.2.3
2.2.3.1

Differences between Monolingualism and Bilingualism
Models of Bilingualism

To explore further the differences between bilingualism and trilingualism, it is first
necessary to examine some of the differences between bilingualism and
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monolingualism. Grosjean's model of bilingualism (1985; 1992) underlines the
qualitative differences between monolingualism and bilingualism by proposing that a
bilingual is not the sum of two (complete or incomplete) monolinguals but has ‘a
unique and specific linguistic configuration' of his/her own’ (1985:470). He defends
this theory by emphasising that the bilingual's speech shows characteristics (e.g. code
switching), which are not present in a monolingual's speech. Cummins (1991) uses
the metaphor of the iceberg to demonstrate the 'common underlying proficiency' of a
bilingual as opposed to separate underlying proficiencies of a double monolingual.

It is not simply the quantitative, therefore, but rather the additional qualitative
differences between monolingualism and bilingualism that form the basis for the
current research on differences in bilingualism and trilingualism/multilingualism.

2.2.3.2

Differences between First and Second Language Acquisition

There are significant differences in the way our first language and second language are
acquired. First language acquisition occurs in line with our developing understanding
of the world around us and our relationships with it. Traditionally psycholinguists
believed that learners use language to communicate their conceptual view of the
world, of objects, of themselves and of others. Language thus assumes the role of a
mediator in the world, which also implies its crucial role in problem-solving.
(Vygotsky, 1962; 1978) With regard to acquisition of our first language, Grenfell
(2000:7) makes the following observation:
What explicit knowledge we have of language comes later, as an afterthe-event awareness of what has already been acquired.
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By the time we leam a seeond language, however, our motivation is very different, as
we no longer need to fulfil the needs, which were met by our LI. Similarly, in an
instructed context the cognitive process by which we leam is essentially different as
we are made explicitly aware of the acquisitional process, which is implicit in LI
acquisition.

Holec in Holec et al (1997) suggests that the second language learner or non
native speaker tends to be consciously aware of the relation between learning and use
to a much greater extent than the native speaker and that this greater conscious
awareness is likely to carry over into the operation of strategic competence in second
language processing.

Second and subsequent languages are, therefore, more facilitative of the
acquisition of additional languages than LI. This provides evidence for the fact that
prior knowledge of an L2 is believed to act as a bridge linguistically between LI and
L3 or subsequent languages. SLA and TLA must, therefore, be qualitatively different.

2.2.4

Towards a Definition of TLA

Holec in Holec et al (1997:81) proposes the following definition for language
acquisition:
.. .the cognitive process of internalising knowledge and skills which
constitute linguistic competence.
Ho delimits ‘acquisition’ from 'learning' defining the latter as:
.. .the particular form of behaviour we adopt in order to acquire
something, {ibicl)
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Fouser (1995:388) defines TLA as:
...the acquisition of languages beyond second language or first
language learning.

In the literature, there continues to be some dispute, however, over a universal
definition that accurately describes this phenomenon. The L2/L3 may be a
'second/third language' or a 'foreign language' and proficiency in the L2/L3 may vary
from balanced bilingual/trilingual to beginner. Ringbom (1985; 1986; 1987) used the
term L2 to refer to third language learning. Other researchers have adopted L3 to
refer to any language learned beyond the L2, whereas others argue that this is limiting
and label further languages sequentially as L4/L5 etc. Reasons for categorising
languages learned beyond L2 collectively are based on the principle that the
psycholinguistic processes in learning languages beyond L3 are similar to those used
in learning L3. Other researchers apply the tenn multilingual to learners of a language
beyond L3. However even this term is vague as factors such as proficiency and
sequence of acquisition must be taken into account. Fouser (1995) proposes an
interesting solution: L > 3 acquisition. This tenn collectively describes the learning of
L3 and further languages, thus highlighting the similarities in the acquisition process.

2.2.5

Towards a Description of Trilingual Competence

Hoffmann (2001:14) adopts a simplified definition for trilingualism for the purposes
of her paper:
.. .the presence of three languages in one speaker.
Hoffmann and Widdicombe (1999) suggest that trilingual competence should be taken
as comprising the individual's total language repertoire including the linguistic
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components (knowledge of three language systems) and also the pragmatic ones
which are made up of sociolinguistic, discourse and strategic competencies pertaining
to each of the languages involved. This is an extension of Grosjean's (1985; 1992)
holistic view of bilingualism as described above. Hoffmann and Widdicombe (1999)
underline the fact that the trilingual can process each of his/her three languages and
function, in Grosjean's sense, in monolingual, bilingual or trilingual modes. The
learner's use of linguistic features and strategies is essentially unique to his/her
linguistic configuration. This provides further evidence for the fact that TLA is not
simply a variant of SLA despite the fact that until recently research in SLA has treated
it as such.

Clyne (1997) demonstrated an additional element of this theory when he
concluded that some of the trilinguals in his study were more like double bilinguals
with two pairs of languages rather than trilinguals. He investigated L3 acquisition in
L3 learners of English who immigrated to Australia from bilingual backgrounds.
English had the status of lingua franca for all subjects, whereas at least one of the
other two languages spoken by the immigrants was closely associated with their
cultural identity. He discovered that their LI and L2 had a special relationship with
English rather than with each other.

2.2.6

Multilingualism and the Dynamic Model of Multilingualism (DMM)

The term multilinguals to refer to learners who are learning an L3 or a language
beyond L3 is preferred by researchers who concentrate on the cognitive influences of
previous language learning experience, e.g. Nation and McLaughlin (1986) who
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compared information processing in multilingual, bilingual and monolingual students
learning a miniature linguistic system.

Similar to trilingualism, multilingualism was, up to the present, seen as:
.. .a kind of multiple bilingualism. (Haugen, 1956: 9)
Theorists now believe trilingualism and by extension multilingualism has its own
unique and specific configuration. Much recent research in multilingualism focuses
on the processes involved and the theoretical concepts. Cenoz and Genesee (1998:2)
propose the following description of multilingualism:
.. .the process of acquiring several non-native languages and the final
result of this process.
This definition, by including the fact that multilingualism is the 'final result of the
process' clearly makes it an attribute of the individual.

Jessner (1997:27) believes that language competence in multilinguals should
be perceived as follows:
.. .as consisting of dynamically interacting linguistic subsystems which
themselves do not necessarily represent any kind of constant but are
subject to variation.
This Dynamic Model of Multilingualism (DMM) presents multilingualism as a
dynamic process of language development where existing language systems exert
influence on new language systems. Above all, the dynamic element of multilingual
proficiency is stressed by this theoretical model. This perspective also takes account
of the changing nature of most factors associated with the language acquisition and
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development process as well as the catalytic effect of prior linguistic and
metalinguistic knowledge.

Jessner (1999) describes SLA and TLA as acquisitional subtypes of
multilingualism that share some characteristics but also show differences. Fouser
(1995:409) observes that much of the terminology surrounding TLA was taken from
architecture, e.g. design, bridge, reservoir, pool.
The use of these terms reflects the authors' belief that language is
ordered by interlocking connections among linguistic elements.
Fouser {ibid) himself, however, argues for a more dynamic view similar to Jessner's
DMM model :
...learning a third language adds more linguistic elements thus
stimulating fervid interaction among all of these elements.

2.2.7

Multilinguality

O Laoire and Aronin (2003:17-18) propose the following definition of multilinguality:

.. .an individual's store of languages at any level of proficiency...as well
as metalinguistic awareness, learning strategies and opinions,
preferences and passive or active knowledge on languages, language
use and language leaming/acquisition.
They propose an ecological model of multilinguality whereby it is perceived as a type
of ecosystem wherein sets of languages operate and function together as a single
entity. Thus a multilingual learner's pool of linguistic and metalinguistic knowledge is
likened to an eco-system with two essential qualities of this system being
inextricability and interdependability. This theory provides further evidence for the

fact that it is impossible to view acquisition of an additional language in isolation
from prior linguistic experience.

2.2.8

Benefits of Prior Language Learning

We can assume that the variable of previous language learning makes L3 acquisition
very different from LI and L2 acquisition. Students have developed a metacognitive
overview of what the process of learning a language entails, which is not present in L2
acquisition. Formal education in languages develops learning strategies that facilitate
future language learning. Nation & McLaughlin (1986) conclude that trilinguals
compare their language systems and they develop different language learning
strategies than their less experienced counterparts. McLaughlin and Nayak (1989)
similarly conclude that L3 learners appear to be more flexible in employing and
abandoning production strategies.

Additional linguistic resources such as the second language grammatical
system and the learning experience are undeniably advantageous to L3 learners. Chan
Yin Fung (2001) studied native Chinese speakers who were learning German but who
all had previous knowledge of English. She {ibid: 12) suggests that:
L3 learners have attained a high level of control in both perceiving the
relationship between target form and function and in applying learning
and production strategies.
She claims this is due to the fact that L3 learners have become skilled in both
metalinguistic knowledge and general learning strategies. She also discovered that L3
learners demonstrated high levels of metalinguistic awareness of how grammar works
universally in all language systems.
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Zobl (1992) concludes that due to the L3 learning process being affected by
anteeedent linguistie knowledge L3 leamers seemed to be less rule-governed, could
acquire languages with greater ease but made more overgeneralisations than L2
leamers.

In an extensive study Hufeisen (1991) examined errors of L3 leamers of
German who had profieiency in English. These leamers were all from non-IndoEuropean backgrounds (Arabic, Indian, Japanese, Thai, Hungarian and Turkish). She
concludes that there was considerable transfer from English and proposed that
learners' previous knowledge of English be used as a 'bridge' to German and as a
source of metalinguistie knowledge to facilitate language learning. Fouser's research
(2001) concurred with this view. He demonstrated that leamers eonsidered that
Japanese as an L2 assisted them in the learning of Korean as an L3, as these two
languages were typologieally eloser than Korean was to their LI.

The general consensus among researchers appears to be that in related
languages the learner is able to recognise and understand familiar concepts, which
facilitates learning at least in the initial and intermediate stages. Negative influences,
however, have also been observed in the literature. Ahukana, Lund and Gentile,
(1981) studied errors by Nigerian leamers of French as an L3 who all had English as
an L2 and Igbo as a mother tongue. They conclude that the number of languages
learned may have an adverse effeet as the potential for interferenee from other
available languages increases. (Interference is defined as leamer-produeed errors in
the target L3 that are eaused by transfer from LI and/or L2.)
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Chamot (1979) investigated TLA in the case of a bilingual child
(French/Spanish) and concludes that a typologically close L2 was disadvantageous to
L3 acquisition but that this interference was reduced over time. Vogel (1992) reached
the same conclusion when he examined errors produced in German as an L3 in a
native Chinese speaker who had knowledge of English. He also argued that this
interference diminished over time. Similarly Grenfell (2000:7) claims that:
Learners certainly try to apply their existing linguistic knowledge to the
new language, yet the result often seems to be a hindrance rather than
a help. Systematic interlanguages develop neither one language nor the
other, and competencies apparently fossilise or plateau out way before
optimal levels are reached.
In any case, in tenns of proficiency in all three languages, research indicates that
learning an L2 or L3 does not have any negative effect on the nonnal development of
the LI and may indeed have a positive effect.

2.2.8.1

Does Bilingualism Favour Acquisition of a Third Language?

Many early studies to establish whether bilingualism was an asset yielded negative
results and found bilingualism to be disadvantageous to children (Haugen 1956, liams
1976). These studies, however, did not control for socio-economic differences (later
thought to have played a significant role), or did not test children in their dominant
language. In Peal and Lambert's (1962) study, however, French/English bilinguals in
Montreal scored ahead of carefully-controlled monolinguals in both verbal and non
verbal measures of intelligence. Bilinguals had more diversified structure of
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intelligence and bilingual children showed greater cognitive flexibility. They
recognised the arbitrariness of words and their referents.

The notion that bilingualism is a burden has now been dispelled. On the
contrary, it is widely accepted that under certain circumstances, bilingualism can
present cognitive advantages. In 1962 Vygotsky proposed that bilingual children
would be more advanced than monolingual children in solving Piaget's 1929 sunmoon problem. He suggested that this was related to their experience of two
linguistic systems labelling the same conceptualisations. This implies that they are
more aware of the arbitrary connection between fomi and meaning. Several other
researchers proved that Vygotsksy's theory was correct (Scribner and Cole, 1981;
lanco-Worrall, 1972).

Bilingual education is now expected to have educational, social and
linguistic benefits for the child. Hoffmann (2001) in her review of studies in
trilingualism through schooling raises the question: Does bilingualism favour
acquisition of a third language. She {ihid:\(d) concludes that research indicates that:
...bilinguals may indeed have certain advantages with respect to
general language proficiency and therefore be able to acquire a third
language more easily than a monolingual learner.
In contrast to monolingual children, it is now accepted that bilingual children develop
cognitive benefits such as communicative sensibility, creativity and metalinguistic
awareness. (Baker, 1996; Jessner, 1999)
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In three studies, each involving about 120 children, Bialystok (1987) used a
task where children were asked to judge sentences for syntactic acceptability and if
necessary correct them. The following result emerged:
...children who were bilingual in any sense uniformly performed
better than monolingual children on tasks demanding high levels of
control of processing. (1987:161)

Khaldi (1981, cited in Fouser, 1995) concludes that learners from a bilingual
(Arabic/French) educational background were more discerning with regard to
perceived similarities between French and English than those from an educational
system where French was taught as a subject only. In an extensive study Magiste
(1984) compares the English perfomiance of immigrants into Sweden learning
English as an L3 and native Swedish learners learning English as an L2. She
concludes that passive bilingualism helped develop learners' metalinguistic awareness
but active bilingualism increased the potential for interference.

Thomas (1988) concludes that bilingual learners had developed more
sensitivity to language as a system thus inferring that metalinguistic knowledge plays
a vital role in the equation. She showed that English-Spanish bilinguals had an
advantage over English monolinguals in learning French and those with formal
training in Spanish outperfoiTned those without. She believed that this superior
performance was due to increased metalinguistic awareness rather than the close
typological relationship between French and Spanish.
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Similar conclusions regarding the benefits of bilingualism were reached by
Cenoz (1991) and Lasagabaster (1997). Their studies took place in a Spanish context
where education in the minority language (Basque) means that a foreign language
(English, in the case of these studies) will be an L3. Results indicated that students in
bilingual education outperform monolingual students in the acquisition of English.
Rahimpour's (2002) research results also corroborate the above results, i.e. that
bilinguals learn a L3 in a more efficient way than their monolingual peers. He also
indicated better-developed metalinguistic awareness and abilities as key factors
relating to this outcome.

2.2.8.2

How Important a Role Does L2 Proficiency Play?

Experience, psychological, social and pedagogical factors will have a significant
influence on L3 acquisition. But a central question must be: how important a role
does L2 proficiency play? Research to date suggests that the level of L2 proficiency is
crucial as it reflects depth of the pool of linguistic knowledge that the learner has to
draw from. Furthemiore, research indicates that the level of L2 proficiency influences
the type of transfer that takes place in acquiring an L3. Ringbom (1986) states that
although transfer is generally restricted to learners making use of obvious formal
similarities between individual lexical items, the higher the learner's level of L2
proficiency the more other L2 influences exist, e.g. grammar, crosslinguistic influence
between L2 and L3 .

As discussed above, under certain circumstances bilingualism can be
cognitively advantageous. The level of proficiency in both languages and social status
of the languages in contact have proven to be factors of major importance with regard
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to this theory. In order to profit from the bilingual situation, the proficiency level in
both languages must be high (Cummins, 1979). Thus, this theory of'Interdependence
between Languages' proposes that a high level of competency in LI and L2 would
correlate positively to a high level of competency in L3. This theory has been
confimied by several researchers including Duncan and De Avila, 1979; Thomas,
1988; Cenoz, 1991; Lasagabaster, 1997; Munoz, 2000 and Errasti, 2002. A further
factor to be taken into consideration is the fact that the languages must be considered
prestigious within the speech community in question.

2.2.8.3

Threshold Hypothesis

According to Cummins' threshold hypothesis (1976; 1979) there is a 'threshold' or
level of proficiency in both languages, which must be reached in order for the learner
to profit from the bilingual situation. Thus the degree of bilingualism will affect the
range and frequency of strategy use in L3/L4. Heightened metalinguistic awareness
and increased cognitive/academic abilities may account for this. In the Irish context,
this implies that students who have attained high levels of competence in both English
and Irish may take advantage of some positive cognitive effects.

Based on Cummins’ (1979) theory of developmental interdependence,
Lasagabaster (1997) hypothised that those who have a high level of proficiency in the
two local languages (Basque and Spanish) will succeed when it comes to learning the
L3 (English) because of a highly-developed common underlying proficiency which
will facilitate the transfer of cognitive and academic abilities from one language to
another. He studied a sample of students within the Basque educational system
where, similarly to Ireland, students may attend schools where Basque is the only
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medium of communication or alternatively schools where Basque is taught only as a
subject for 4-5 hours per week. He concludes that when teaching takes place in a
minority language the development of the majority one is not retarded due to its
dominant presence in the community.

Conversely, use of the minority language as a teaching medium does have an
important effect on students' level of competence since learning it in school is a key
factor in the level of proficiency achieved due to being less prevalent in society than
Spanish. Only those students who achieved a high level of competence in both
languages i.e. balanced bilinguals were able to take advantage of their bilingualism in
connection with the learning of English as an L3.

Therefore, if a high degree of competence is achieved in LI and L2, this can
then be seen as having a beneficial effect on the L3, in that it may promote and assist
the development of greater metalinguistic awareness. This research confinns the
importance of the threshold hypothesis as does Errasti's (2002) research, which also
found evidence in support of this when he examined students in a Basque state school
in terms of language competencies. Duncan & De Avila (1979) and Ricciardelli
(1992) also report that the degree of bilingualism plays a role in foreign language
acquisition.

Thus it is expected that students enrolled in Gaelcholdisti with a high degree
of competence in Irish and English can take advantage of this competence and achieve
high proficiency in the L3/L4. As strategy deployment plays a key factor in the
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acquisition of a language, it is expected that strategies will play a vital role in this
equation.

2.2.9

Benefits of Trilingualism and Qualitative Differences

Ringbom's study (1987) is often considered to be the first milestone in research on the
benefits of trilingualism. In this study it was demonstrated that Swedish-speaking
Finns outperfomied Finnish-speaking Finns in the learning of English. The following
conclusions were reached:
1. Multilinguals switch between their languages
2. They compare their language systems
3. They develop different language learning strategies

Hoffmann (2001) reviews studies on child trilingualism (Oksaar, 1977;
Hoffman, 1991; 1992; Hoffmann and Widdicombe, 1999) and draws the following
conclusions:
1. Trilingual children are highly successful in acquiring the phonological and
lexical systems of their languages.
2. Mixing occurred in early production
3. Later non-standard production can be explained in terms of transfer or
code-switching
4. Extrovert children coped particularly well
Hoffmann (2001:2) claims that:
It is generally accepted that certain qualitative as well as quantitative
differences exist between the linguistic competence of
monolingual and bilingual children.
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She {ibid) puts forward the hypothesis that:
.. .apart from quantitative differences we may find relatively few
differences in kind, and that certain social, cultural and above all
psychological and personality-related factors may assume
disproportionately high significance in influencing trilingual
competence as compared with their influence in the case of bilingual
competence.

The consensus, however, seems to be that the presence of at least three
languages should foster a highly developed level of metalinguistic awareness which
will result in greater competence in all languages learned.

2.2.9.1

The Role of Metalinguistic Awareness in TLA

Cummins (1979) distinguishes the bilingual language system from the double
monolingual system in terms of a common underlying proficiency as opposed to
separate underlying proficiencies in two languages. This proficiency is neither part of
LI nor L2 and is developed by the bilingual speaker as a pool of linguistic knowledge
from the speaker's experience in both languages. A crucial element of this pool of
knowledge is enhanced metalinguistic awareness.

The learning of L3 and L4 differ significantly from L2 insofar as the student
can reflect consciously on strategies used in L2 acquisition and make necessary
adjustments in their application to L3 and L4 acquisition. Again, metalinguistic
awareness appears to be crucial to these theories. Thomas (1988) and Lasagabaster
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(1997), in the studies described above, both found a positive correlation between
bilingualism and metalinguistic awareness in TLA.

Studies by Ringbom (1986; 1987), Cenoz (1991) and Cenoz and Valencia
(1994) also concluded that the development of proficiency in two or more languages
could result in higher levels of metalinguistic awareness, which facilitates the
acquisition of further languages. Jessner (1999) underlines that metalinguistic
awareness can be increased by teaching similarities between languages, thereby
reactivating previous knowledge and facilitating acquisition of new knowledge.
Koeberle (1998) experimented with students learning Czech who had prior knowledge
of German and English. Language instruction in Czech focused on this prior
linguistic knowledge. She concludes that this was a highly successful exercise.
Pedagogically, focusing on the commonalties is especially constructive in the case of
L3 and L4 acquisition, where students' prior experience with language and language
learning can be exploited to its full potential. Thomas (1988: 240) claims that:
.. .unless students are trained to be aware of the rules and forms of
language and to recognise similarities among languages, they cannot
develop metalinguistic awareness, exploit positive transfer and avoid
interference.

It is worth noting however that Singleton (1987), on the other hand,
concludes that decisions taken by learners on typology and language transfer are
creative and independent in their own right.
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In the Irish context of multilingual education there have already been
proposals to concentrate on teaching commonalties between Irish and the FLs and to
align curricula in order to facilitate development of all language systems within the
learner. (Singleton, 1990; 6 Laoire 2001).

2.2.10

Cross-Linguistic Influence and Transfer

Cross-linguistic influence is defined as the influence and use of prior linguistic
knowledge, usually, but not exclusively native language knowledge. This knowledge
intersects with input from the target language and together with universal properties of
various sorts operates in a selective way to help build interlanguage. (Selinker, 1992)
Cross-linguistic influence is a feature that clearly differentiates between first and
second language acquisition. Similarly, the variable of further linguistic systems
allows differentiation between second and subsequent language acquisition. Thus, L3
can influence LI and L2 and because cross-linguistic influence can be bi-directional
two other interlinguistic relationships occur. There is, therefore, no doubt that crosslinguistic influence on an L3 is a complex procedure.

Transfer is defined as:
.. .the imposition of previously learned patterns onto a new learning
situation. (Gass, 1983: 69-70)
Research shows increasingly that transfer in L3 acquisition is generally productive
resulting in positive transfer. Structures which are similar in the target language and
source language (including lexical cognates or any other similarities) will be easy to
learn and function effectively when transferred. There may, however, be negative
effects when structures transferred from the source language are different in the target
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language and thus create errors when 'imported'. This negative transfer is often
referred to as interference. Thus previous language knowledge may not only facilitate,
but also has the potential to impede new language acquisition. (Instances where
negative impacts have been recorded in the literature include studies by Ahukana,
Lund and Gentile, 1981; Chamot, 1979; Vogel, 1992 (as discussed previously in
Section 2.2.8).

2.2.10.1

Research Methodology

Much of the research in this area focuses on learner-produced errors and is based on
the underlying assumption that these offer adequate knowledge about the process of
language transfer. Fouser (1995) indicates that errors provide evidence of which
linguistic forms cause difficulty but do not provide any indication of what the learner
does well in the target language.

2.2.10.2

Linguistic Distance

Research indicates that linguistic distance is a key factor with regard to crosslinguistic influence. Odlin (1989: 141) claims that:
...the more similar linguistic stmctures in two languages are, the
greater the likelihood of transfer. However studies of language
awareness indicate that the importance of language distance depends
very much on the perception of that distance by learners.
Research indicates that students transfer more from languages that are, or in some
cases that students perceive as being, typologically closer to the target language.
(Cenoz 2001, Singleton 1987). Cenoz (2001) studied child learners of English, all of
whom had Basque and Spanish as LI and L2 and concludes that all students presented
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a stronger influence from Spanish, an Indo-European language than from Basque a
non-Indo-European language in their production of English. Thus, the fact that
Spanish and English are much closer to each other from a typological point of view
than are Basque and English led students to use the similarities between the two
languages to their advantage.

Ringbom (1987) concludes that learners prefeiTed to use knowledge of
Swedish when writing English as they perceived Swedish to be typologically closer to
English than Finnish. In the same study he concludes that transfer occurs mainly in
the lexicon and can be potentially facilitative.

Singleton & Little (1984) examined cross-linguistic influence in twenty
English-speaking subjects' approach to comprehending a Dutch text. None of the
subjects had prior knowledge of Dutch but thirteen of them had knowledge of
German. The remaining seven had no knowledge of any Germanic language other
than English but were students of French. Singleton & Little {ibid) thus conclude that
students with prior knowledge of German outperformed students without by almost a
third. Furthennore, students with German found the task easier than those without.
Almost all students in both categories reported using the strategy of looking for clues
in other languages to assist them but subjects with German resorted predominantly to
German as a source language, whereas students without German reported transfer
from English for the most part. Thus students who were accessing linguistic
knowledge already available to them were for the most part using one language as a
main source. Students used the language that was typologically closest to Dutch and
therefore, was most likely to be of assistance to them.
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In a similar study of an English-speaking learner of French who also had
knowledge of Spanish, Irish and Latin, Singleton (1987) concludes that the learner
used Spanish as a source of transfer more than English as he was aware that
typologically Spanish and French were closer and therefore Spanish was most likely to
be of help to him. With reference to these studies, Singleton (2001 ;6) concludes
... when we encounter new languages we very quickly make
judgements about their relationship to languages we already know and
in processing terms exploit the lexical resources in those already
established languages accordingly, prioritising those languages which
we deem to be most useful and making less use of those which we see
as being less relevant.

Results of this study provide evidence for Kellerman's (1979)
psychotypological hypothesis that claims that learners will draw on linguistic
resources from the language that they perceive as being the typologically closest to the
target language and learners make dynamic decisions about what is or is not
transferable from one language to another according to this perceived relationship.
Moehle's (1989) study confirms this hypothesis. Clyne (1997) also points to the fact
that linguistic distance is a key issue in terms of the influence of LI and L2 on
English.

Cross-linguistic influence may be direct if students are aware of closeness in
linguistic typology or indirect if learners are using a strategy they automatically apply
in L2 communication to L3, e.g. English words are frequently imported into Irish,
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sometimes 'borrowed' i.e. transferred directly but without any changes but more
frequently 'foreignised'. Poulisse (1990: 111) defines 'foreignising' as:
.. .the use of an LI (or Ln) word with phonological and morphological
adaptation.

2.2.10.3

Proficiency Levels in LI, L2 and L3

Another significant factor affecting patterns in cross-linguistic influence is the level of
proficiency not only in the target language but also the LI and L2 of the speaker.
A learner's proficiency level seems also to be a relevant factor in
detemiining when transfer will occur. (Larsen-Freeman, Long,
1991:105)
Research indicates that students whose L3 competence is low will rely more on
elements from LI and L2. Ringbom (1986) suggests that the less learners know about
the target language, the more they must resort to any other knowledge already
available to them. Thus L1/L2 influence will be most apparent at this early stage
(Ringbom 1986: 155).

Furthermore L2 influence is favoured if the learner has a high level of
competence in L2. The foreign language effect has been attributed to cross-linguistic
influence. Research indicates that L2 or additional languages will have a greater
linguistic influence on the target language than LI. (Cenoz, 2001; De Angelis and
Selinker, 2001) Franceschini (2000:5) concludes that second and third languages can
be highly interwoven in cases of minimal competencies:
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the retrieval of L2 and L3 can take place in very interconnected ways as
if they were conjoined in a closer network than first languages are with
second and third languages.
In an Irish context we can presume that this will lead to a closer relationship between
the foreign languages (i.e. French and Gennan) and Irish, despite that fact that these
two languages may not be as closely related as, for example, English and German.
Franceschini (2000) bases her theory on data collected in a multilingual context in the
mainly German-speaking city of Basle in Switzerland. For the purposes of the
research, an Italian-speaking customer enters a shop and makes a request requiring an
immediate response from a Gemian-speaking shop assistant. French is learned as a
compulsory language in school so it is reasonable to assume that Italian represents the
L3 for the majority of the 160 shop-assistants sampled. Of those with minimal Italian
competencies in their attempts to communicate with the customer the interlocutor
activated different languages in particular French their L2. Franchescini suggests the
L2 acts as a bridge lexically and syntactically to L3. She underlines that this is an
example of'Notsprachgebrauch' i.e. use of a language in an emergency situation but it
does provide further evidence that L2 and L3 are more closely connected than LI is to
L2 and L3.

Larsen-Freeman & Long (1991:105-106) in their study describe a
phenomenon, which they term ‘u-shaped behaviour’.
Beginners were more willing to transfer marked items along with
unmarked ones, perhaps recognising general typological similarities
between these Lis and L2s. Intermediate students were more
conservative about transferring marked uses, possibly because they had
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committed enough errors by this stage to know that while similar the
languages really differed in detail a great deal. Finally advanced
learners once again became willing to assume transferability.
This is interesting as it provides evidence that levels of proficiency in L3 correspond
directly to patterns of transfer.

2.2.10.4

Sociolinguistic Context, Age and Recency

The sociolinguistic context will also influence the extent of cross-linguistic influence.
If a speaker is aware that others participating in the communication process are
proficient in a language other than the target language he/she may resort to that
language more frequently than other languages.

The age factor, due to its association with cognitive and metalinguistic
development, and thus with psychotypology, i.e. perception of linguistic distance, will
also play a significant role. Cenoz (2001) in the study described above also concludes
that apart from the fact that Spanish was the most important source language, in older
children cross-linguistic influence from Spanish was even more frequent.

Hammarberg (2001) concludes that recency can be a potential influencing
factor. Students are most likely to use their most recently acquired language, or a
language that they use frequently, as a source of influence since they have maintained
easy access to it. The absence of Irish as an everyday communication medium may
have different implications for education in Gaelcholdisti outside the Gaeltacht areas
by comparison with Gaelcholdisti in areas where the language is more widely spoken.
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2.3

The Interianguage Hypothesis

When analysing learner eiTors for evidence of negative cross-liguistic influence it
was discovered that not all errors could be attributed to transfefrom other languages.
According to Faerch & Kasper (1986: 63):
.. .transfer occurs when interianguage knowledg is either not available
or less accessible than LI knowledge.
Oxford (1990: 45) defines interianguage as:
... hybrid form of language that lies somewheroetween the native
language and the target language.
Gass and Selinker (1992: 11) claim that the interianguage syslm is:
...composed of numerous elements, not least olA^hich are elements
from the native language and the target languag. What is important is
that the learners themselves impose structure oithe available linguistic
data and formulate an internalised system.
The interianguage hypothesis is based on the premise that a lemer's second language
speech does not usually correspond to native speakers' speech i the target language.
Neither is it an exact translation of the native language, and fu;hermore it differs from
the target language in systematic ways. (Selinker, Swain & Dinas, 1975)

Interianguage is a perfectly normal phase of the cognive process of
language learning.

Gass & Selinker (1992: 6) underline that is possible to view

SLA as both a process of hypothesis-testing in which learners reate bodies of
knowledge from the second language data they have available ) them, while at the
same time viewing it as a process of utilising first language knwledge as well as
knowledge of other languages known to learners in the creatioiof a learner language.
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Therefore, not only the native language, but also other languages acquired, will play a
role in the learning of an additional language.

Selinker (1992) indicates that when learning a new language, learners
transfer previous knowledge and strategies to the interlanguage. In Leung's (1998,
cited in Chan Yin Fung, 2001) study of L3 learners of French, the phenomenon of
transfer of interlanguage was discovered. The learners' Chinese-English interlanguage
was posing interference.

2.4

Code-Switching

Code-switching may provide evidence against the idea that one of a speaker's
languages is activated while others remain inactivated. Instead it provides a basis for
the theory that all languages are continuously activated but to different levels. (De
Bot & Schreuder, 1993) Hammarberg (2001) in his study of polyglot Sara Williams
argues for a model of multilingualism whereby one language assumes the role of
default external supplier and suggests that it may be economical for the polyglot
speaker to minimise the number of co-activated languages.

The study of trilinguals allows us to compare two non-dominant languages
potentially available for code-switching. From their study of a trilingual four-year old
Hoffmann and Widdicombe (1999) conclude that code-switching is an integral part of
trilingual development. They base this on the fact that levels of code-switching and
language mixing by the parents was negligible and thus the child would not have been
exposed to this practice. Yet it was a common feature of his speech.
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2.5

The Age Factor in Language Acquisition

As there is a variation in age between two of our sample groups it was expected that
this difference in age may result in differences observed between the groups in
secondary education and those in third level. Penfield's (1953) theory that the
optimum age for language acquisition was within the first decade of life gave rise to
the general opinion that children have a better aptitude for language learning.
Lenneberg (1967) referred to a critical period after which time (early adolescence) a
decline in language learning capacity will occur. Experts now make a distinction
between rate and eventual proficiency. They (e.g. Krashen et al, 1982; Singleton,
1995) believe that adults and older children proceed through stages of syntactic and
moiphological development faster than younger children but learners who are exposed
to a language in childhood usually reach higher proficiency levels than those who
begin in adulthood. Thus children need a longer period of time before they can
overtake adults and before their advantage will become evident. This theory is
confimied by Munoz (2001) who examined competencies in English as an L3 by
bilinguals (Spanish/Catalan).

2.6

Strategy Theory and Classification

A second major research area underpinning this study is the field of language learning
strategies.

2.6.1

Strategy Definition

There is no universally accepted definition of learning strategies. Strategies involve
study skills for organising as well as direct language manipulation. Oxford (1990)
traces the origins of the term strategy from the ancient Greek strategia, which meant
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generalship, or act of war. It refers to the most effective managemeof troops in an
organised campaign. In the context of language learning, strategiese defined by
Oxford (1990: 8) as:
.. .specific actions taken by the learner to make learrg easier, faster,
more enjoyable, more self-directed, more effective, d more
transferable to new situations.
She does not employ the term 'conscious' in her definition as she refts that strategies
are most frequently deployed consciously but can also be used unccciously.
Selinker and Kinahan (1997: 2) also address this issue in their defiion of learning
strategies:
...the cognitive mechanisms that are conscious or eav made
conscious, which the learner thinks, will help him/heo gain a more
target-like interlanguage.
Wenden (1987: 7-8) provides a definition by listing some of the chicteristics
inherent to language learning strategies:
1.

First of all strategies refer to specific actions or techiues

2.

Some of these actions will be observable (...) and otIs will not be
observable(...)

3.

Strategies are problem-oriented (...)

4.

Thus strategies will be used to refer to language leang behaviours
that contribute directly to learning and those that corbute indirectly
to learning.

5.

Sometimes strategies may be consciously deployed ( For certain
learning problems, strategies can be automatised andmain below
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consciousness or potentially conscious. Strategies (...) are amenable to
change.

Each of the above definitions addresses the faet that many strategies are
unconscious, therefore unobservable to the learner. Consequently, strategy
deployment can be difficult to document, particularly those strategies that contribute
indirectly to the learning process.

2.6.2

Learning Strategies and Communication Strategies

Some early research in the domain of learning strategies focused primarily on
communication strategies. (Tarone, 1977; 1983; Faerch and Kasper, 1983) Despite
having been discussed extensively in the literature there is no consensus on what
delimits communication strategies from language learning strategies. (Oxford &
Cohen, 1992) Bialystok (1990:26) defines communication strategies as applying:
.. .only to language in its interactive form, and necessarily involve
sociolinguistic as well as the usual linguistic and psycholinguistic
considerations.
Thus, the spoken form of the language is emphasised and written language is of less
significance in the context of communication strategies. Faerch and Kasper (1983: 36)
define communication strategies as:
.. .potentially conscious plans for solving what to an individual
presents itself as a problem in reaching a particular communicative
goal.
Referring to Corder (1983) they suggest that:
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Learning strategies contribute to the development of IL (Interlanguage
systems), whereas communication strategies are used by a speaker
when faced with some difficulty due to his communicative ends
outrunning his communicative needs. {J983:36)

Tarone (1983) argues that communication strategies are unlikely to result in
learning as they are deployed when L2 learners are faced with difficulty in conveying
meaning to their interlocutor. She explains that because the learner is focusing on
meaning rather than fomi, little or no learning occurs. Little (1997) distinguishes
between learning strategies that learners may intentionally deploy and communication
strategies which are in an immediate-response context and are therefore usually
beneath the threshold of conscious awareness. However Kinahan and Selinker (1997:
2) point out that:
.. .communication strategies could be further used as a learning tool,
because they can reveal the particular lacunae in the learner's IL.
They refer to Perkins (1985) and claim that the ability to find problems can be as
important an ability as the ability to solve problems. Kinahan (Kinahan and Selinker,
1997) reports taping and analysing conversations between herself, a bilingual speaker
(English/French) and a native speaker. She concludes that once the native speaker
confirmed that elements used in a risk-taking context were correct, she had no need of
further learning strategies to learn it. Thus what was originally a communication
strategy resulted in learning taking place. Further difficulties involved in delimiting
learning strategies from communication strategies are evidenced by Little's (1997)
observation that conversely learning strategies may foster the development of
communication strategies.
42

2.6.3

Research to date

Research in the area of learning strategies originated in the 1960s and draws on two
types of background research - cognitive psychology and second language acquisition.
Much of the research in the area is in the context of bilingual learners and adults and
English is the target language in the majority of cases. Wenden (1987: 6) identified
four fundamental questions, which have dominated research on learning strategies.
1. What do learners do to learn a second language?
2. How do they manage or self-direct these efforts?
3. What do they know about which aspects of their L2 learning process?
4. How can their learning skills be refined and developed?
Research based on these issues has taken place independently in both the fields of
cognitive psychology and SLA.

2.6.3.1

The Implications of Cognitive Psychology

Cognitive theorists viewed all mental processes as various fomis of information
processing. Cognitive psychologists discovered that experts have specific methods of
processing information that can be taught. (Weinstein & Mayer, 1986) Language
acquisition was viewed in the light of a complex cognitive skill. According to
Andersen's (1983) theoretical model of mental operation there are two types of
knowledge necessary in the acquisition of a skill:
1.

Declarative knowledge: Factual knowledge that a learner has about a
domain. This is also known as static information.

43

2.

Procedural knowledge: The ability to apply knowledge of rules to
solve a problem without conscious application. This may also be
referred to as dynamic infomiation.

Acquiring a skill involves three stages:
1. Cognitive stage
2. Associative stage
3. Autonomous stage

At the cognitive stage learners try to gain declarative knowledge about a domain. In
the case of language learning they may try to gain phonological or morphosyntactic
rules of the language or metalinguistic knowledge. (It is still a matter of controversy
as to whether language related cognitive processes are essentially separate from other,
non-linguistic cognitive processes.)

The next stage is the transitional phase or associative phase in which learners
start to reduce errors in declarative knowledge and can synthesise chunks of language.
In the autonomous stage learners can communicate in the target language
automatically without conscious application of the rules. A certain overlap occurs
between all these stages. Essentially the process is cyclical in the case of a language,
as new information is constantly being acquired in the declarative stage, which then
proceeds to the associative stage as the learner becomes more familiar with the
knowledge and finally can apply it automatically in the autonomous stages. Skills are
constantly acquired, then transferred to long-term memory and procedures oceur
automatically. The sequence of the procedure is then usually only reflected upon if a
problem occurs.
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O'Malley and Chamot (1990) examined language learning strategies in the
light of this information-processing theoretical model, i.e. they identified language
learning strategies as complex cognitive skills.
Learning strategies parallel theoretically derived cognitive processes
and have the potential to influence learning outcomes in a positive
manner. (1990:217)
The declarative knowledge is knowledge pertaining to language learning strategies.
The procedural knowledge is automatic use and application of strategies.

In the cognitive stage of acquisition learners are aware that strategies exist
and that they are used in different tasks. In the associative stage learners begin to
apply them automatically without conscious application. In the autonomous stage
learners deploy strategies automatically. O'Malley and Chamot (1990) claimed that
successful language learners automatically apply learning strategies from the start of
the language learning process.

2.7.3.1.1

Strategy Classification in the Field of Cognitive Psychology

Using cognitive psychology as a basis for their classification, O'Malley and Chamot
(1990) grouped categories according to metacognitive, cognitive and social-affective
strategies. Students use these learning strategies with all four language skills:
listening, speaking, reading and writing.

Cognitive strategies relate to mental processes. They are applied directly on
incoming infomiation. They involve direct manipulation and transformation of the
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learning skills or materials and can be categorised under three broad groupings i.e.
rehearsal, organisation and elaboration processes (Weinstein and Mayer, 1986).
O'Malley and Chamot (1990) also include inferencing, summarising, deducing,
imagery and transfer in this category.

Metacognitive strategies refer to thinking about the learning process,
planning, monitoring, self-evaluation, analysing and assessing learning.
Learners who do not deploy metacognitive strategies usually don't have direction in
their learning and have difficulty in monitoring their progress and reviewing their
achievements. (Stander, 2002) O'Malley and Chamot (1990) also conclude that
problem identification, is one of the principal strategies that differentiates between
successful and less successful learners. They defined problem identification as
.. .analysing the objective of the task and one's own resources for
completing it. {ibid: 222)

Social strategies are used in interaction or co-operation with another person.
These include asking questions of teachers or fellow students or seeking clarification
or correction. Affective strategies refer to an individual's control over emotions or
negative thoughts in order to continue to learn, e.g. self-encouragement, selfmotivation. Hismanoglu (2000) points to the fact that good language learners are
conscious of negative emotional issues, frustration for example, and try to create a
positive relationship towards the foreign language and its speakers as well as towards
the learning process itself
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It is inevitable that a high degree of overlap must occur and what might be a
metacognitive strategy to one analyst might be a cognitive strategy to another.
Similarly, some strategies may be viewed as purely communication strategies that
have no influence on the learning process, e.g. using an LI word when the word is not
known in the target language.
.. .there is no complete agreement on exactly what strategies are; how
many strategies exist; how they should be defined, demarcated and
categorised; and whether it is - or will ever be possible to create a real,
scientifically validated hierarchy of strategies. (Oxford, 1990: 21)

2.6.3.2

Strategy Classification in the Field of SLA

In the field of SLA research was more descriptive and various definitions and
classifications were proposed. Rubin & Thompson (1982), Rubin (1987), Oxford
(1990), Cohen (1990) Wenden (1991) Stem (1992) and Prokop (1989), (as well as
O'Malley and Chamot (1990), as described above) all categorised strategies using
various methods of data collection, i.e. classroom observation, journals, self-reports,
interviews etc.

2.6.3.2.1

Characteristics of the Good Language Learner

The origins of strategy classification in the field of SLA lay with the identification of
the characteristics of the 'good language learner', a term used by Rubin (1975) and
Stern (1975). It was primarily concerned with what learners do or report doing to learn
a second language. These studies, therefore, detailed the various actions taken by the
learner. It was believed that effective language learners had greater insight into the
nature of the task of learning. They also showed increased motivation for learning a
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language and used a wider range of language learning strategies and deployed them
more frequently than less successful learners. (Omaggio, 1978, cited in Wenden,
1991: 41-42).

Stem (1975) identified 10 strategies used by successful language learners
1.

Planning strategy: A personal learning style or positive learning
strategy

2.

Active Strategy: An active approach to the learning task

3.

Empathetic Strategy: A tolerant and out-going approach to the TL and
its speakers

4.

Fomial Strategy: Technical know-how of how to tackle language

5.

Experimental Strategy: Methodological but flexible approach,
developing the new language into an ordered system and constantly
revising it

6.

Semantic Strategy: Constant searching for meaning

7.

Practice Strategy: Willingness to practice

8.

Communication Strategy: Willingness to use the language in real
communication

9.

Monitoring Strategy: Self-monitoring and critical sensitivity to
language use

10.

Internationalisation Strategy: Developing L2 more and more as a
separate reference system and learning to think in it.

Rubin (1981) listed precisely how learners manage their learning, i.e. note
making, dictionary use etc. and tenned actions taken by the good language learner as
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strategies. Omaggio (1978, cited in Wenden, 1991: 41-42) identified the following as
being characteristics of the good language learner:
1.

Has insight into his/her own language learning styles

2.

Takes an active approach

3.

Is willing to take risks

4.

Is a good guesser

5.

Attends to form as well as to content

6.

Develops the target language into a separate reference system and
tries to think in the target language as soon as possible

7.

Has a tolerant and outgoing approach to the target language

As indicated above, Stem presented a utopian picture of the good language
learner's personality; sociable, reflective, purposeful and ambitious. Rubin (1975) and
Naiman et al (1978) concur with this observation, the latter adding that the good
language learner remained unfazed when confronted with the demands of learning a
new language. Wong-Fillmore (1979) also stressed the need for the learner to
participate at a conversational level in the target language. Fedderholdt (1997) claims
that language learners who are capable of using a wide range of language learning
strategies effectively can improve their language skills to a greater extent than those
who do not deploy such a wide variety. Rubin and Thompson (1982), however, stress
the fact that there is no stereotype of'the good language learner'. They suggest that
there are, instead, many individual traits, which provide for effective learning and also
many individual ways which successful learners adopt.

O'Malley and Chamot (1990:12) however, claimed that:
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.. .a precise description of the role of strategic processing in second
language learning was missing from these theories (Bialystok (1978),
Krashen (1982), Wong Filmore (1985), McLaughlin, Rossman and
McLeod (1983) and Spolsky (1985) of second language proficiency
and acquisition.
Therefore, they {ihid\\7>) believed that:
.. .the step that would help in the understanding the role of strategic
processing in SLA would be to use empirical data from language
learners who are asked to describe what they do to assist second
language comprehension and learning.
Thus while an overall profile of'the good language learner' has emerged in the
literature, strategy deployment is a process specific to an individual. It may never be
possible to fully document the role of strategic processing as empirical data from
language learners describing what they do may not provide an accurate account, since
strategy deployment is very often unconscious.

2.6.3.2.2

Oxford's (1990) Classification Scheme

Oxford's classification scheme is the most comprehensive and elaborate taxonomy.
Similarly to Rubin (1981), Oxford distinguishes two broad groupings of categories:
direct and indirect strategies.

Direct language learning strategies directly involve the target language and
involve mental processing of the language. Indirect strategies work in conjunction
with direct strategies but are more indirectly involved in the learning process. Little
(1997: 26) suggests that:
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.. .the social, affective and metacognitive strategies described by
Oxford constitute the social and psychological framework for learning:
while memory, cognitive, and compensatory strategies are the tools
that learners apply directly to the performance of communicative tasks.

Direct strategies are sub-classified into the following:
1.

Cognitive strategies involve using all mental processes in learning.

2.

Compensatory strategies allow the learner to compensate for missing
information, although in the course of a conversation these may be
classed as communication strategies. Corder (1983) argues that
learning can occur if, for example, the L2 learners "borrow" a
grammatical structure or vocabulary item from another language as a
resource to be deployed immediately in the course of the conversation.
The learner is risk-running that the transfer is positive or negative. If
accepted by the interlocutor L2 learners may adopt this feature into
their interlanguage. Thus learning may potentially occur.

3.

Memory strategies help the learner remember more effectively. Tarone
(1983) suggests that input such as vocabulary items or help with
grammatical structures by the native speaker interlocutor is probably
not retained by L2 learners unless they use a memory strategy (such as
repetition) with the objective of learning it in the course of the
communication.

Indirect strategies are also sub-classified into three categories:
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1. Metacognitive strategies involve planning and reflecting on the language
learning process
2.

Social strategies are applied to learning with others

3.

Affective strategies help the learner to maximise learning by controlling
his/her emotions.

2.6.3.2.3

Strategy Inventory For Language Learning (SILL)

In 1990, based on a series of research projects in Alabama, Oxford developed an
instrument for assessing strategy use. This is a structured questionnaire known as the
Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) with responses based on a 5-point
Likert scale. In total there are 121 items divided into six categories as described
above. Respondents calculate the mean in each section and assess how actively they
are involved in their own learning. It has been used by many researchers including
Oxford (1990) herself and has been shown to be highly reliable (Oxford and Nyikos,
1989).

2.6.3.3

Out-of-Class Strategies

A further classification strategy, which has appeared in the literature, is that of out-of
class strategies. Rubin (1975), Naiman et cil (1978), O’Malley and Chamot (1990)
and Pickard (1996) all emphasise the importance of out-of-class strategies, which are
learner-initiated and deployed voluntarily. Bialystok (1978; 1981) in her classification
of learning strategies defined functional practice by learners as increasing the
opportunity to achieve exposure to meaningful language, for example, by reading
books or talking to native speakers. Her research demonstrated that engagement in
functional practice by learners correlated positively to achievement in all tasks.
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Pickard (1996) concludes that all of the subjects in his study (German native speakers
with high proficiency in English) had engaged in an active task approach. They made
frequent efforts to gain additional exposure to the language and sought out practice
opportunities.

2.6.3.4

Differences in Strategy Deployment

O'Malley and Chamot (1990) conclude that differences between successful and
unsuccessful learners are consistent regardless of the language being learned.
Chesterfield and Chesterfield (1985) argue that strategies are developmental in the
sense that those used at earlier stages of the learning process are mainly receptive and
self-contained whereas later ones are more interactive and allow for greater reflection
on the language task. A study by Grenfell and Harris (1998) suggests that even after
learners move on to the latter stage strategies e.g. inferencing, elaboration, they still
resort to more basic strategies, e.g. wild-card guessing.

Differences in strategy deployment may depend on factors such as age and
gender. Research indicates that females apply a wider range of strategies and apply
them more often than males. (Oxford and Ehrmann, 1988; Slander, 2002) O'Malley
and Chamot (1990) conclude that adults and older children use strategies more
successfully and that strategies develop with age. Slander's study (2002) of 100
learners also indicated that older learners (23 years+) use more strategies than their
younger peers (under 23s) and use mainly social-affective strategies. Schmitt (1997:
226) suggests that:
It may be that some learning strategies are more beneficial at certain
ages than others, and that learners naturally mature into using different
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strategies. If this is true then we must take our learners' cognitive
maturity and language proficiency into account when recommending
strategies.

A study by Nyikos and Oxford (1993) demonstrated that students deploy
strategies with the aim of academic rather than linguistic achievement. Thus they
conclude that academic goals will play a significant role in determining the type of
strategies used by learners. Chamot et cil (1987) found differences in strategies used
by ESL learners and foreign language learners, i.e. the use of key words (cognitive
strategy) and delayed production (metacognitive strategy). Third language learners
probably rely on LI and L2 strategies as well as interlanguage strategies. Ridley
(1994) found evidence for the fact that the target language itself can influence the
types of strategies chosen to resolve difficulties with regard to certain lexical items.
It was found that there was higher usage of intentional lexical creativity on the basis
of morphological knowledge among learners of German than among learners of
French.

2.6.4

To What Extent Can Strategies be Taught?

The emergence of developing learner autonomy as a crucial element in the classroom
(Holec, 1988; Nunan, 1995) has resulted in extensive discussions in the literature
regarding the extent to which strategies can be taught. Many researchers are tentative
with regard to advocating strategy instruction. Kellerman (1991) encourages teachers
to teach the learners more language and let the strategies look after themselves.
Bialystok (1990: 145) adopts the same position claiming that language teaching rather
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than specific instruction in strategy use could develop learner's communication
strategies by training aimed at:
.. .improving mastery of analysis and control over the target language.
Ridley (1994) in her PhD study of four ab-initio learners discovered that learners have
their own preferred strategies for learning and producing a foreign language. Ridley
{ibid) speculates that individuals' marked tendencies in strategy use become in any
case more balanced over time. She claims that individual strategy styles are
personality related. This conclusion would again imply that strategies have limited
'teachability'.

Little (1997:26) concludes that:
.. .the successful deployment of strategies like the successful
deployment of grammatical rules depends on the gradual development
of psychological entities and processes. Pedagogical measures may
facilitate but cannot replace this development...
A distinction is made in the literature between instruction in communication strategies
and learning strategies. Little (1997) concludes that strategy-training in immediateresponse communicative tasks may have limited benefits in that they contribute only
indirectly to students' overall strategic competence. Evidence to support this claim is
on the grounds that in this communicative domain the successful operation of strategic
competence lies mostly below the threshold of conscious awareness.
The deployment of strategic competence above the threshold of
conscious awareness, using the same cognitive tools as are implicated
in learning strategies, may be expected gradually to assist the
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development of strategic competence deployed below the threshold of
conscious awareness, {ibid: 28)
This is attributable to the inseparability of language learning and language use.
He also suggests that the most effective means of developing learner strategies in
situations that require immediate response (i.e. in the context of communication
strategies) is a combination of task-based teaching and consciousness-raising. The
former provides for an opportunity for learners to manage in the case of unforeseen
difficulties, e.g. role-plays. Consciousness-raising as defined by Sharwood-Smith
(1981) involves incorporating teaching strategies that encourage the learners to reflect
critically on positive and negative aspects of their own perfonnance. They then make
decisions with regard to solving their own language problems.

Bialystok (1990) suggests that in cases where learners are instructed in
communication strategies such as circumlocution and approximation they do not
adopt them to a great extent. She argues that this may be due to the fact that learners
only deploy such strategies when they are psycholinguistically mature enough, i.e.
until learners have gained enough insight into language as a system. Grenfell and
Harris (1993: 24) suggest that:
.. .teachers should provide the basic strategies and situations for
learners to generate sense and meaning and thus improve the effective
use of ways of managing distinct linguistic knowledge.
They argue that to achieve this strategies must be taught and then opportunities for
them to be deployed and practised must be created in the classroom. The third step is
to provide opportunities to allow learning strategies develop into communication
strategies, e.g. through drama etc.
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The consensus in the literature is that communication strategies are harder to
teach effectively than learning strategies. Grenfell and Harris (1993) identify 3
reasons as to why this is so.
1.

They are less under conscious control

2.

They are more determined by personality, desire to communicate at
all costs and real-life situations, which force learners to find ways of
solving communicative problems

3.

Spontaneous speech itself is hard to bring under control.

With regard to the potential for strategy instruction, better results have emerged in the
context of learning strategies rather than specific communication processes. These are
not as dependent on factors such as personality or real-life situations, but rather relate
to conscious practice in language learning. It is important to note, however, that these
may of course lead to communication strategies.

Research earned out in the context of the Flexible Learning Project, a
programme designed in 1989 in London to increase learner autonomy in the language
classroom concludes that pupils
.. .need specific help to adopt the key learner strategies required to
manage their own learning. (Grenfell and Harris, 1993: 25)
Grenfell and Harris (1998) conclude that pupils appear to lack the strategies they need
to be able to work autonomously. Other findings of the study indicated that students
were unaware of the fact that their existing language could assist them in making
sense of the target language. The researchers observed that basic dictionary-using
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skills were lacking as well as collaborative skills, whereby some students either opted
out or were left out of the group. This would imply that training in fundamental
strategies is crucial.

Results from O'Malley and Chamofs (1990) research indicate that, in
general, the learners who received strategy training outperfonned those who didn't
with regard to second language performance. They underline that two of the more
important characteristics of procedural knowledge are that it is difficult to learn and
that it is difficult to transfer to new situations. Therefore, strategy training is difficult
for the learner unless opportunities for use of these strategies are also provided. They
{ihici.2\9) propose that:

.. .strategy training should be most effective in enhancing learning
outcomes and transfer when metacognitive and cognitive strategies are
combined during instruction.

Stem's (1992) investigation also yielded positive results. She underlines the
fact that training in affective strategies helps students overcome emotional difficulties
by making them aware of potential problems and frustrations, either in advance or as
they arise.

Thus, in sum, at a fundamental level strategy instruction is likely to result in
positive outcomes. However, opportunities to practise using the strategies must be
provided. Instruction in communicative strategies is less likely to be effective as the
processes involved in the use of this type of strategy are very often unconscious.
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2.6.5

Strategy Transfer

It has long been established that L3 learners exhibit a greater metalinguistic awareness
and more consciousness of the strategies they use. (Thomas, 1988; 1992) Hufeisen
(2003) cites Missler (1999) who reports that the strategy deployment correlates
positively with the amount of languages learned. The L3 learner is a more competent
language learner due to previous experience and each language learned increases the
repertoire of strategies. Missler (1999) proved this to be true to the point of L7
acquisition.

Hufeisen (2000a) underlines the significance of strategic transfer when she
points to the fact that specific experiences and strategies related to FL learning are
available to the L3 learner in addition to general life and learner experience and
general learning strategies. She (2000b) claims that in her study the importance of
learning strategies was highlighted by several learners. She reports that many learners
had mentioned them to be a substantial help in learning a new language. She also
notes that multilingual learners in her study are more conscious of the strategies they
deploy and reflect on them.

2.6.6

Summary of Findings

In comparison to the extent of research in the field of SLA and bilingualism there is a
relatively scant amount of empirical and experimental work on trilingualism and TLA.
However, broad trends have become apparent from recent research. In relation to
language acquisition, maintenance and loss, and also language processing and
behaviour, trilinguals have been shown to follow the same patterns as bilinguals.
(Hoffmann, 2001) However, recent studies have shown evidence of qualitative as well
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as obvious quantitative differences between bilingual and multilingual competence.
Clyne (1997) refers to the trilingual's 'multilateral competence'. This must include not
only linguistic knowledge of three language systems but also pragmatic competence,
which features sociolinguistic, discourse and strategic components. Jessner's (1997)
DMM theory underlines that these linguistic and pragmatic competencies are subject
to constant fluctuation as multilingual proficiency is dynamic.

Clyne (1997) provides examples of speech production that is indisputably
trilingual but concludes that 'trilinguals will be trilinguals in different ways’ and
believes that many behave as double bilinguals. The relative influence of the
languages on one another is a complex phenomenon and many affective factors must
be taken into account, linguistic distance (or indeed perceived linguistic distance)
between languages being cited in the research as having a significant role to play.

It has long been established that bilinguals have certain advantages with
regard to general language proficiency. An extension of this theory proposes that
acquisition of a third language may be easier than a monolingual's acquisition of a
second language. Furthennore, an extension of Cummins' Threshold hypothesis
proposes that the degree of bilingualism will have a significant effect on TLA.

The present study concentrates primarily on strategic competence, which is
believed to be a central feature of multilingual competence. Thus, the second section
of this chapter focuses on theory surrounding strategy deployment, an area that has
been inspired by both cognitive psychology and SLA. In O' Malley and Chamot's
(1990) attempts to fonnulate learning strategies in an infomiation-processing
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theoretical model, they identified three categories of strategy: cognitive, metacognitive
and socio-affective. Early research in the field of SLA was descriptive, characterised
by attempts to establish what the 'good learner' did. Several researchers developed a
classification scheme of strategies, the most comprehensive being Oxford's (1990),
which comprises six categories of direct and indirect strategies. However, numerous
debates are apparent within the field regarding definitions on what constitutes a
strategy (most notably whether a strategy is deployed consciously or unconsciously)
and how strategies should be classified. Ultimately, no taxonomy may be capable of
capturing the complexities of the processes they represent.

Strategy deployment must be regarded as developmental (Chesterfield and
Chesterfield, 1985) and variations in deployment will be apparent at different stages
of the acquisition process. Furthermore, regardless of instruction, learners will only
adopt a strategy when they are ready. Strategy use is also dependent on differences
between individual learners and factors such as age, gender, motivation, cultural
beliefs and learning style. Successful learners appear to use a wider range of
strategies and deploy these more frequently than less effective learners. In any case, a
combination of strategies is essential for effective language learning.

Considerable research has investigated methods of improving L2 students'
learning strategies. In many studies, strategy training has produced good results.
O'Malley and Chamot (1990) conclude that second language learners who received
instruction in strategy deployment outperfomied those who received no training. The
ultimate goal of strategy instruction must be to enhance learner autonomy.
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From the above literature review, which underlines the qualitative
differences between SLA and TLA, we can conclude that an L3 learner will approach
the language acquisition process in a significantly different way to an L2 learner. By
focussing on strategy deployment between Irish as an L2 and the FL as an L3/ L4 this
study aims to assess how this difference, if it exists, is manifested. The main
instrument for data collection is the questionnaire, the design of which draws heavily
on the taxonomies presented in this literature review.
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Chapter Three:

3.1

Methodology

Research Objectives

As discussed in Chapter 2, previous research has indicated that learning a second
language within the context of beeoming bilingual may influence third language
acquisition. (Singleton & Little, 1984; Ringbom, 1986, 1987; Singleton 1997, 2001;
Clyne, 1997; Cenoz, 1991, 2001; Holec er a/, 1997; Jessner, 1997, 1999,2001) The
overall aim of this research is to establish the extent of the influence of Irish as an LI
or, more usually, an L2 on the subsequent instructed acquisition of the foreign
language, i.e. French and German. More specifically, the research sought to establish
whether students at designated Irish-speaking schools, i.e. Gaelcholdisti exhibit a
higher rate of transfer as eompared with students at schools where Irish is taught only
as a subject. As discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.2.10, transfer occurs when
previously learned patterns are imposed onto a new learning situation, with positive or
negative effects.

For the majority of the Irish population, particularly outside the designated
Gaeltacht areas, Irish is taught as a second language. Oxford (1990:6), however,
defines a second language as one that has ‘immediate social and communicative
functions within the community where it is learned'. Similarly, Littlewood (1998:2)
mentions that a ‘second’ language has social functions within the community. In the
context of this research it is debatable whether (even within the Gaeltacht areas) Irish
actually fulfils the criteria of a second language as laid down in this definition. Irish
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seems to be more related to cultural identity rather than having a solely
communicative function in the community since in almost all cases English is
adequate or is used by default. Therefore, Irish is better defined as an autochthonous
language, which has a unique connection with social identity, but without a specific
social function. French and German are always taught in a FL context and learners’
first contact with these languages is usually in the first year of secondary school.

Rahimpour (2002) underlines the fact that each bilingual community is
unique and has its own language issues. Issues investigated in this research, however,
may be similar to those encountered in other communities.

3.2

Data Collection in Strategy Investigation

Research in the field of strategy deployment has experimented with a number of
methodologies e.g. questionnaires, interviews, self-reports, classroom observations,
leamer/teacher journals, think-aloud procedures etc. A primary concern when
designing a study to provide adequate data on learners' strategy deployment must be
that language learning strategies are internal, mentalistic processes. Many factors will,
however, influence a researcher's choice of methodology. Cohen (1998:24) identifies
the following:
1.

objectives of the study

2.

the language modalities involved

3.

language learning environment

4.

reliability and validity of the given instrument

5.

time constraints

6.

budgetary considerations
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Studies on strategies are based on data collected from large groups of learners
or case studies of small numbers of individual learners.

The main difficulty is that

learners often use strategies subconsciously. Strategies do not necessarily involve
explicit knowledge of their use but may often be intuitive and automatic. Baars'
(1988) theory of consciousness, however, implies that consciousness is characterised
by intentionality and that problem-solving seems to take place at a conscious level
thereby implying that most strategies are deployed on a conscious level.

Data resulting from questionnaires (as discussed in Section 3.2.3) are
amenable to statistical analysis but they do not provide crucial additional qualitative
information, which can be obtained through interviews and diaries. Any of these
methodologies do not, however, necessarily provide indicators of the exact processes
that take place when a student is learning. The fact that strategies may be implicit
means that if a learner does not comment on a particular strategy or make reference to
using it, this does not necessarily mean that the strategy is not being deployed.

Faerch and Kasper (1987) identify 3 different types of data collection
procedures:
1. Simultaneous introspection provides data at the same time as the task is
being performed
2. Immediate introspection is applied immediately after completing a task
3. Delayed introspection occurs when the learner is asked to reconstruct the
strategies used long after the task has been completed
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O'Malley and Chamot (1990) conclude that strategies reported depend very
much on the data collection methodology used. Among social/affective strategies,
only questioning for clarification tends to be reported in concurrent introspection
interviews, whereas instances of cooperation and self-talk are reported during
retrospective interviews.

3.2.1

Self-report methodologies

With regard to self-report methodologies such as the instrument used in this research,
the primary difficulty arising is that students may not always and in some cases may
never be conscious of the deployment of a certain strategy, because in most instances,
this is an internal and mentalistic process. Chesterfield and Chesterfield (1985)
underline that consciousness with regard to strategy deployment may be impossible to
measure.

Ellis (1994:532) points out that 'some consider that what starts out as a
conscious 'tactic' may evolve into a subconscious strategy’. O’Malley and Chamot
(1990) attempted to ground the study of learning strategies within the information
processing model developed by Andersen (1983). Based on this model, strategy use
can exist only in the declarative stage of information processing, i.e. strategies are
conscious and can only be accessed through controlled processing similar to an 'if
clause', e.g. if I cannot identify the meaning of a word in a particular passage of a
text, then I will try’ to infer the meaning from the context. As these processes are
proceduralised the learner is no longer conscious of them.
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Nonetheless, Chamot's (1987) definition of learning strategies refers to them
as 'deliberate actions' and previous research has repeatedly stressed that it is the
conscious use of strategies that is related to language achievement and proficiency
(O’Malley and Chamot, 1990). Oxford (1990) also reports that strategies are often
consciously employed but she does not include consciousness in her definition
because she believes strategies can also be used unconsciously.

O’Malley and Chamot (1990) also conclude that successful learners can
usually explain the strategies they use and why they employ them. The possibility
exists, however, that less efficient learners may not be aware of their patterns of
strategy use. It is likely that learners' self-report of their learning strategies is an ability
and we cannot simply assume that all learners develop such an ability (Rubin, 1987).

This is not the only difficulty presenting itself to researchers using a selfreport methodology. Cohen (1998) proposes that learners may overestimate or
underestimate the frequency of use of certain strategies. This may be particularly so
the case in a study such as this when it involves a post-hoc self-report. Furthermore
he emphasises (1998: 33) that learners may sometimes alter strategy descriptions
according to what they think are socially acceptable answers. Consciously and
unconsciously respondents are most likely to present themselves in the most
favourable light possible (halo effect) providing answers, which they believe, are most
socially acceptable or prestigious. They may also take account of the researcher’s
aims and this may affect responses.
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3.2.2

Observational Techniques

For the very same reasons i.e. that strategies are generally believed to be internal,
mentalistic rather than behaviouristic processes, self-report may be the most accurate
assessment of strategies since observational techniques cannot capture these internal
processes. (Rubin, 1981; Cohen and Aphek, 1981) In other words, many strategies
never have a behavioural manifestation. In some cases even those strategies believed
to be observable have proved otherwise in the course of observation. Naiman,
Froehlich, Stem and Todesco (1978) experienced difficulty with regard to establishing
whether students were using circumlocution as a strategy. This is the major challenge
of observational methods, as data must be generated from the learners. Cohen (1998)
concludes that observation will continue to have limited applications to learning
strategy research because so much of language learning strategy behaviour is
unobservable.

A further barrier to an observational study is the time factor involved in such
a methodology. Cohen (1998:31) underlines the fact that 'if meaningful data are to be
obtained from observation of learning strategy behaviour, then it is likely that the
investigator will need to visit the same class over an extended period.' For practical
reasons such a study must be limited in terms of number of subjects, thereby reducing
the possibility of making generalised conclusions based on individual case studies.
Furthermore, it is difficult to assess a range of strategies since the type of task
determines the type of strategy used. Ellis (1994:535) underlines that ‘classrooms
afford little opportunity for learners to exercise behavioural strategies’.
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Similarly to subject's distortion of self-reported data, subjects' behaviour may
change under observation. (Cohen, 1998) A final but equally significant factor against
this methodology is that if it can be argued that a self-report will by nature be
subjective, it can similarly be argued that an observer's description will also be
inherently biased.

3.2.3

Self-report questionnaires

In order to gain an overall pattern of strategy deployment across a range of tasks and
learning activities, a questionnaire relating to frequency of strategy use was considered
to be the most suitable instrument for the present study. Questionnaire surveys are a
well-established method of data collection with regard to language learning strategies.
(Naiman et al, 1978; Rubin, 1981; Chamot, 1987; Prokop, 1989; Oxford, 1990;
Slander 2001). Questionnaires allow researchers to control the content and focus only
on information they require. Their use allows the researcher to receive relevant data
from a large number of subjects, which can then be analysed statistically and
generalised to the target populations. An important design criterion in written
questionnaires is the number of subjects. A larger number of subjects, such as in the
present study, strengthens the impact of the data and generalisations can be justified.

Rubin (1985) concludes that learners vary in their ability to report on the
strategies they deploy and most of the students she investigated needed to be tutored
in description of strategies. Other difficulties include the fact that the time lapse in a
recollect study may create problems. A further limitation arising in the present study
is that there may be varying interpretations of the points on the Likert scale
continuum, e.g. individual students may inteipret ‘usually’ to represent different
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frequencies. Also in this questionnaire context was not specified and thus some
participants may have limited their response to learning in class, whereas others me
have also included home-study and out-of-class activities. Other concerns surround
this quantitative scientific method include artificial mechanisation, over-simplificai
and over-generalisations. (Baker, 1992; 27) Nunan (1989: 62) also underlines the
danger that 'having developed our categories and questions before collecting the da
we may predetemiine, to a large extent, what we actually find.' Cohen (1998:29),
however, concludes that'.. .a major benefit of large-scale surveys is the potential fc
generating and testing hypotheses because of a large number of respondents.'

Questionnaires and interviews are similar but within the framework of thij
research, the questionnaire, apart from the final section where learners were invitee
comment on any aspect of their learning at their own discretion, left blank for the n
part, was highly structured providing for manageable quantative data.

3.2.4

Interviews

Eliciting information from learners through various forms of interview is a commo
used methodology (Cohen, 1998). Interviews can be structured i.e. based on a set (
predetermined questions or unstructured (a free-flowing conversation between the
researcher and learner.) Unstructured interviews will result in very individualised
responses and may provide deeper insights into the learning process than more
structured interviews. However by virtue of this individualisation the researcher m.
be prevented from establishing overall patterns and thus making conclusive
generalisations. Oxford (1990:194-195) advocates using at least semi-structured
interviews as 'totally unstructured interviews, in which there is no particular
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questioning technique or no data coding fonn, are difficult to use because they require
you to create all your categories for analysing and interpreting after the interview'.

The semi-structured interviews carried out in the context of the present study
provided crucial qualitative data, which substantiated and expanded on data gathered
in the questionnaires. They provided explanations and rationale for the overall
statistical trends making this a very comprehensive study of strategy deployment
patterns. Cohen (1998:39) points out that 'verbal report is not seen as a replacement
for other means of research but rather as a complement to them, as all research
measures have their potential strengths and weaknesses.'

3.2.5

Diary Studies

Learner diaries are also a useful tool in assessing strategy deployment. Many
researchers including Brown (1985) and Parkinson and Howell-Richardson (1990)
used diary studies in conjunction with strategy investigation, primarily to provide
infomiation on affective strategies. They provide a good on-going record, which can
provide good continuity but can, however, be highly subjective. (Hopkins, (1985),
cited in Nunan, (1989)) Due to time-constraints and levels of commitment required
by students, this methodology was considered to be outside the scope of this study.

3.2.6

Think-aloud Tasks

These differ from methodologies previously referred to in that they involve
introspection by learners on the strategies they employ while carrying out a specific
task. Abraham and Vann (1987) and Mangubhai (1991) used them for investigation
of processing and strategy use.
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The learner's ability to describe strategies, however, again plays a role and
thus strategy patterns revealed might well reflect the patterns of a special group of
learners i.e. those who are capable of articulating their learning processing. Once
again this type of methodology would exclude a large-scale study due to time
constraints.

3.3

Sample Size

A total sample size of five hundred learners was envisaged for the present research.
Five target groups were identified and the sample size within each was estimated in
order to provide a true demographic reflection of the general population (c.f. Figure
3.1 below). Thus it was hypothesised that Irish would exert a different influence on
students in second and third level and consequently students were sampled from both
second, where Irish is being taught as L2 and LI and third level sectors. Also, it was
believed that students who were attending Gaelcholciisti either within or outside the
Gaeltacht areas would display different tendencies to those who are not exposed to
education solely through the medium of Irish. Therefore, students from both
Gaelcholdisti and linguistically mainstream schools were targeted. Similarly, third
level students were targeted both in Institutes of Technology in Tralee and Cork and at
University College Cork, as again the nature of both these educational traditions may
have exerted influence on results.

Since it was considered important that the sample should reflect the
population proportionately, the number of pupils enrolled in second level schools
(both Gaelcholdisti and other) and full time third level courses was obtained from the
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Statistics Section of the Department of Education and Science. Distributing
questionnaires proportionately would, however, have been unfeasible, as this would
have provided an impractical sample size in four of the five groups. Thus sample size
for these groups was increased. It was thereby envisaged that the largest proportion of
the sample (one hundred and eighty) was to be taken from mainstream secondary
schools, where Irish was taught only as a subject and a sample of eighty was to be
taken from each of the other groups.

Figure 3.1 Sample Size
Institution Type

No. of Students

No. Estimated for

Attending

Sample

354 057

180

3 378

80

4616

80

HEA Universities

63 737

80

ITs/ Technical Colleges

43 476

80

Total

469264

500

Secondary Schools English Medium
Gaelcholciisti in Gaeltacht
Areas
Gaelcholciisti Outside
Gaeltacht Areas

3.4

Subjects

All students were studying or had studied Irish at secondary school and all were
learning at least one foreign language. As indicated, subjects were chosen from both
second and third level education, as it was believed that Irish might exert a different
influence at varying stages of education. It was hypothesised that strategy deployment
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would be more frequent and more varied at third level, as students would be older and
furthermore, would have increased proficiency in the FL due to two years extra
exposure. Chesterfield and Chesterfield (1985:56) argue for instance, that increasing
proficiency in the second language would seem to imply the ability to use language
learning strategies in more demanding ways. The age factor has also been cited in
previous research as bearing an influence on strategy deployment. Young children
tend to employ strategies in a task-specific manner, whereas older children and adults
deploy generalised strategies and use them more flexibly (Brown et al, 1983). Brown
et al (1983) also reported that childrens' strategies were often simpler, whereas mature
learners' strategies were more complex and sophisticated. Findings from Ehmiann
and Oxford's research (1989) concur with this theory.

Students' proficiency in the target language was considered to be an
important variable in the study, which also sought to correlate strategy deployment
with proficiency. For this reason students who, for the most part, had completed the
Junior and Leaving Certificate in June 2000 were chosen. It was believed that they
would be highly likely to still remember their individual results for each subject and
furthennore their standard would not have changed to any considerable extent in the
intervening months. A further factor influencing choice of class-grouping, i.e. fifth
year students, was the fact that due to time constraints on second-level students in
examination years, i.e. third year and sixth year students, teachers may have been less
willing to request them to complete a questionnaire. Thus, students were in fifth year
of secondary school or in first year of third level education in 2001, the year the
questionnaires were distributed.
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Fifth year students in secondary schools, who for the most part, would have
sat the Junior Certificate Examination the previous June were selected as the first
target group. This group was divided into three subgroups:

1.

Students attending secondary schools where Irish is taught as a subject
only (approximately 4 hours per week)

2.

Students attending Gaelcholdisti (where Irish is the medium of all
instruction and communication) in Gaeltacht areas

3.

Students attending Gaelcholdisti (where Irish is the medium of all
instruction and communication) outside the Gaeltacht areas.

Instruction at Gaelcholdisti can thus be regarded as constituting both an
immersion programme for English-speaking students as well as a first language
reinforcement and literacy development programme for native Irish speakers. It was
believed that in Gaelcholdisti, where the survival and nurturing of the Irish language
and culture is a prime raison d'etre, strategy deployment would differ from
linguistically mainstream schools. Although Gaelcholdisti outside the Gaeltacht
regions serve a catchment area that is predominantly English-speaking, their students
are possibly as interested in the Irish language and culture as the students in natural
Gaelcholdisti within the Gaeltacht areas.

First year students in third level education, who again, for the most part,
would have sat their Leaving Certificate examination the previous June were selected
as the second target group. This group was also subdivided into two groups:

75

1. Students attending institutes of technology
2. Students attending university

Institutes of technology (ITs) provide more practically-orientated courses
specifying significantly lower entry points than university. This results in the fact that
high academic achievers traditionally attend university. Thus, an overall difference
can be expected in the type of student attending each of these third-level institutions
with the more vocationally-orientated students generally attending ITs and more
academically-orientated students generally pursuing university education. It is
important to note that, in general, Irish is at a low level of activation among third-level
students, since most of them are not taking Irish as a subject and, with the exception
of those living in the Gcieltacht areas, will have little opportunity to use Irish for any
communicative function. As mentioned above, it is a compulsory subject for the
Leaving Certificate examination, but it must assumed that with the exception of a
minority, students at third level are no longer learning Irish.

3.5

Schools and Colleges

A list of A1 post-primary schools was obtained from the Department of Education and
Science. A1 schools or Gaelcholdisti are defined by the Department as schools where
‘all pupils do all subjects, apart from English, through the medium of
Irish.’(Documentation received by the Department of Education and Science, 2001)
Six out of the nine A1 schools in the Cork-Kerry region were chosen at random to
participate in this study, three located within the Gaeltacht and three outside the
Gcieltacht. Gaelcholdisti refer to schools within and outside Gaeltacht areas. These
originally separate target groups were amalgamated due to poor return of
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questionnaires from the Gaelcholdisti outside the Gaeltacht (nine questionnaires
only).

A further four mainstream post-primary schools were selected at random in
the region, where students were studying Irish as a subject only. Finally a university
in the region was chosen (University College Cork) as well as two institutes of
technology (Institute of Technology Tralee, Cork Institute of Technology).

3.6

Administration of Questionnaire

Firstly, a telephone call was made to each of the schools. In some cases it was the
school principal with whom contact was made, whereas in others, the researcher was
referred directly to language teachers. The researcher then provided them with the
background to the study, examples of questions and guaranteed complete
confidentiality. Subsequently they were asked if they would be interested in allowing
students at their schools to participate in the research project by completing
questionnaires. Only one school (classed as a Gaelcholdiste outside the Gaeltacht
area) initially declined to participate while all others expressed interest. Principals or
teachers were then asked to estimate how many questionnaires were required, and
whether they would prefer English or Irish versions of these. These were then either
dispatched to schools by post or delivered by the researcher. In two schools students
were asked to complete questionnaires during class time. Most teachers, however,
due to significant loss of class time following strike action by teachers in the academic
year 2000/2001, chose to distribute questionnaires for students to complete outside of
class time. After fourteen days schools were contacted again and arrangements made
for collection of questionnaires. Only one school failed to return questionnaires.
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Similarly, the Department of French at the University College Cork was
contacted; questionnaires were dispatched, distributed by lecturers both to students on
specialised (Arts, Law with French) and non-specialised French courses (a broad
spectrum of courses where French was an elective or optional subject) and returned to
the researcher. With regard to the ITs, the researcher selected various first year class
groups at random representing several different types of course in the two Institutes of
Technology selected. This included students on the following courses: Business
Studies, Tourism Studies, Office Information Studies and Health and Leisure Studies.
The researcher distributed the questionnaires during class.

The total numbers of questionnaires returned and deemed as valid are noted
in the table below. Schools where English is the medium of communication and Irish
is taught as a subject only form the majority group with 40.9% (179) of the total
questionnaires returned.

Figure 3.2 Origin of Questionnaires
School Type

No. of Questionnaires

Percent

English medium schools

179

40.9

Gaelcholciisti

66

15.1

Institutes of Technology

94

21.5

University

99

22.6

Total

438

100.0
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3.7

Questionnaire

The questionnaire sought to elicit patterns in strategy use. One of the objectives of the
study was to compile an extensive database of information from which several studies
could be sourced. The questionnaire was thus designed to this end. Most of the items
were chosen from the works of other researchers reviewed in Chapter 2 including
Oxford’s SILL (as detailed in Chapter 2, Section 2.6.3.2.3) because they were
frequently used. The following items provide examples of these:

2.

I use new English words in sentences so I can remember them.

8.

I review English lessons often.

15.

I watch English language TV shows or go to movies spoken in English.

18

I first skim an English passage, then go back and read carefully.

29

If I can't think of an English word, I use a word or phrase that means the same
thing.

47

I ask English people to correct me when I talk.

However, many other items were also added to the questionnaire, as it was believed
that Irish students may deploy them to a considerable extent. Strategies investigated,
which do not feature in the SILL include the following:

Q24

I question what might be in an Irish text before I read it.

Q6

I plan activities to use Irish outside of a classroom situation.

Q16

If I don't know a word I check the meaning in a dictionary.

Q36

I participate actively in group discussions.

Q37

I ask people to correct me if I make a mistake.
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Furthermore, any variable thought to exert influenee on strategy deployment, e.g.
autonomy, motivation, profieiency, was ineluded in an extensive questionnaire
comprising 102 items. This is detailed in Section 3.7.3 below.

3.7.1

Pilot Questionnaire

A pilot questionnaire was designed and administered in early December 2000. Two
versions of the questionnaire were designed for distribution at second level; one for
students studying French at second level and one for students taking German.
Similarly at third level, two questionnaires were designed: one each for students
studying French and Gemian. The French and German schools version was translated
into Irish to be distributed to Gaelcholaisti. (c.f. Appendix A, B, C and D)

After completion of the pilot questionnaire in MS Word, it was decided,
however, to redesign the questionnaires using TeleForms software, which would
allow data from questionnaires to be scanned in directly to the database rather than
entered manually. This decision was taken due to the fact that the number of
questionnaires to be returned and the amount of data to be contained in each was
voluminous. It was perceived to be unjustifiable to set up a database and enter data,
which would be in a different format to the final questionnaire. The pilot study thus
served to test the instrument and no results were available from the pilot
questionnaire. Minor amendments to the questionnaire were, however, made which
included the following:
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More appropriate answers to questions were provided. The first five
statements were provided with answers in temis of ‘strongly
disagree’, ‘disagree’, ‘neither agree nor disagree’, ‘agree’ and
‘strongly agree’ instead of a frequency scale of‘never’, ‘not usually’,
‘sometimes’, ‘usually’ and ‘always’. These answers suited the
questions better than a frequency scale, e.g.

Q 1

2.

I think I am a competent student with good study habits.

The tense was changed from present to past in certain questions, since
students at third level institutions were no longer studying Irish and
therefore were talking about their previous language learning
experience of Irish, e.g.

Q6

I plan activities to use Irish outside of class

was changed to:

Q6

I planned activities to use Irish outside of class.

The number of open-ended questions was reduced to facilitate easier
data entry and analysis, e.g. categories of age were introduced in
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Question 90, in which students simply ticked a category, to replace the
previous open-ended question (Question 1, Part 2) which asked
respondents to state their age.

Q90

Age

o under 15 years

o 15-17 years

o 18-20 years

o 21-24 years

o 25+ years

Similarly, instead of asking students to specify the level taken and grade
achieved in their languages at second level, a list of grades was provided and
students were asked to tick the reply that applied to them. The only
remaining open-ended question on the final questionnaire was where students
were invited to comment on any issue relating to their language learning.

4.

After students sought clarification. Part 2, Question 5 was changed as follows:

Q5

Please list the languages you speak.

was changed to:

Q5

Please list the languages you speak to conversational level and beyond.
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5. Question 6, Part 2, was omitted from the final questionnaire as all students
indicated that the languages they understood were those languages, which they
spoke. Furthemiore, it was unclear as to what level they understood these
languages.

Q6

Please list any additional languages you understand.

6. Finally a space for comments was added where students were invited to
com.m.ent on any aspect of their language learning. It was believed that this
might provide some useful additional qualitative-type data and provide further
insights into the learning process, which would not be predetermined by the
structure of the questionnaire.

From the pilot study it was estimated that the time required for completion of
the questionnaire was 15-20 minutes. Students completing the Irish translation of the
questionnaire required an additional 5-10 minutes.

3.7.2

TeleForm: Image Recognition Software

Data from the returned questionnaires was scanned into a Statistics Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS) database file using TeleForm image-recognition software.
There are three separate software application packages required for the three-step
process of TeleFomi image recognition.
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3.7.2.1

Design

TeleFonn uses the concept of a pasteboard to allow the researcher to design forms.
Thus, it is possible to create any combination of text, graphics and entry fields on the
questionnaire. Commonly used data entry fields are supported, including alphabetic,
numeric and alphanumeric constrained print fields, choice fields, entry fields and
image zones. As the form is being created, the researcher defines how the data in the
fields is to be evaluated and how data will be stored when it is returned. This
researcher scanned data directly to an SPSS database file. Once a questionnaire has
been designed it can be filled out and returned an unlimited number of times.
Questionnaires must be completed using a dark pen.

3.7.2.2

TeleForm Reader

If the questionnaire has no fields or characters needing review when forms are
scanned in, the data is sent directly to a TeleForm data file or auto exported to the
database file as predefined by the researcher. If the questionnaire has fields that have
failed validation or characters that cannot be interpreted, the field is marked for review
and the form is held for verification. Verification is the process of confirming or
correcting such fomis. In the present study all forms, which contained handwritten
text, as entered in the comments section, were held for verification.

3.7.2.3

TeleForm Verifier

The Teleform Verifier is the application used to correct the questionnaires that are
held for review. Each form's image can be reviewed and corrected on the computer
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without the need for access to the printed copy. After this process the data from the
form is then stored or exported as specified at the design stage. This application also
keeps a log of all returned questionnaires.

3.7.2.4

Discussion

Two main advantages were gained from use of TeleFomi. Firstly, there was
significantly less time required to enter and verify data, than would be required by the
process of manual entry. Furthermore, feeding batches of questionnaires into the
scanner did not require the same levels of concentration which manual entry
demands. Secondly, use of the software provided for a higher degree of accuracy
than can be expected from a manual input. Difficulties were experienced, however,
with the final item of the questionnaire, which took the form of an image field. This
was an open-ended question where students were invited to comment on any aspect of
their language learning. As stated above, TeleFormVerifier failed to recognise any of
the handwritten characters and consequently, if students made entries in this
comments section, these were entered manually by the researcher.

3.7.3 Questionnaire Format
The following section provides a detailed account of the data sought in the
questionnaire;
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3.7.3.1

Introduction

The questionnaire firstly contained a brief explanation of what the study entailed. It
was stated that the study was taking place was within the framework of research and
development at ITTralee. Students were thanked for their participation.

3.7.3.2

Part 1

The first part of the study (Part 1) related to strategy use. Students were presented
with a series of 88 statements and were asked to choose a response to these, based on
a 5-point Likert scale. As stated previously, this was adapted from the SILL (Oxford,
1990). Part 1 was subdivided into four sections:

A

Language Learning: General

This sought general information on respondents’ language learning.

B

Your Approach to Learning

Irish

This sought information regarding strategies deployed by students in their
learning of Irish.

C

Your Approach to Learning French/German

This sought similar information to Section B but in this case, regarding
strategies deployed by students in their learning of the FL

D

Comparing Languages
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This sought information regarding cross-linguistic influence.

3.7.3.2.1

Section A

There were five questions in Section A. These were based on a Likert scale of the
following 5 points.
strongly disagree,
disagree,
neither agree nor disagree,
agree
strongly agree.

Questions 1-3 related to students' own perception of their competency with
regard to language learning. They were asked to judge whether they had efficient
study habits, and whether they had an aptitude and 'a good memory' for language
learning. In addition to exam results sought in Questions 98-100 this was considered
to be crucial in providing a background profile for identifying a learner as 'a good
language learner', as aptitude for language must be a major factor in acquisition. Baker
and Waddon (1990, cited in Baker, 1992) chose pupil self-ratings in their research and
based this on the fact that previous research revealed a near normal distribution of
responses and a variable with construct and predictive validity. They do, however,
acknowledge problems relating to comparability and compatibility, i.e. standards may
not be the same in all schools. Factors such as self-deceit, social desirability and selfknowledge are also acknowledged to impede accuracy in self-report surveys. Thus,
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although the item provides only an approximate indication of individual students'
proficiency, it is, nonetheless, believed to be reliable.

Questions 4 and 5 examined learners' attitude towards learning Irish and the
foreign language respectively. It was hypothesised that attitude may influence the type
and range of deliberated learning strategies deployed by students. Attitudes have
been proven to play a central role in the life of a language i.e. restoration,
preservation, decay or death of a language and Baker (1992) underlines the
importance of attitude as a 'central explanatory variable' in the study of bilingualism.

3.7.3.2.2

Section B: Students' Approach to Learning Irish

Section B was entitled Your Approach to Learning Irish and related specifically to
learners' approach to learning Irish. Information was sought regarding type and
frequency of strategy deployment, perceived difficulty of language tasks and
preferences with regard to teacher and learning environment.

Similar to Section A, statements were presented to which students responded
on a 5-point Likert scale. Points on this scale related to frequency:
never
not usually
occasionally
->

usually
always

3.7.3.2.2.1

Strategy Deployment

Statements relating to speeifie types of strategy were distributed at random throughout
the section. Previous research indicates that strategies work in a highly orchestrated
way, supporting each other. They must be tailored to the requirements of the language
task and thus the type of task will obviously determine the type of strategy used.
Chamot et cil (1988) conclude that task type had a marked influence on learners'
choice of both cognitive and metacognitive strategies. For example vocabulary tasks
resulted in the use of‘resourcing’ and ‘elaboration’, whereas listening tasks led to
‘note-taking’, ‘elaboration’, ‘inferencing’, and ‘summarising’. In this questionnaire,
therefore, a wide variety of strategies were chosen to reflect different types of tasks.
Also the learning style is believed to influence choice and frequency of learning
strategies. Oxford (1994) argues that analytic-style students preferred strategies such
as contrastive analysis, rule-learning and dissecting words and phrases, whereas global
students favoured strategies such as guessing, scanning and predicting as well as
paraphrasing and gesturing as communication strategies. Therefore, a wide range of
strategies encompassing all of these elements is included in the questionnaire.

Cognitive psychologists and applied linguists have accumulated a number of
strategy classifications, each extending and simplifying available evidence. (Rubin,
1987; Weinstein and Mayer, 1986; Prokop, 1989; Oxford, 1990; Cohen, 1990;
O’Malley and Chamot, 1990; Stem, 1992) Items were chosen from a range of these
taxonomies and were categorised into the following five groups.
3.7.3.2.2.1.1

Cognitive Strategies
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In contrast to metacognitive strategies, cognitive strategies are directly involved with
elements of mental processing in learning. Wenden (1991:19) describes these as
mental steps or operations that learners use to process both linguistic and
sociolinguistic content. According to O’Malley and Chamot (1990:45) they include
strategies such as rehearsal, organisation, inferencing, summarising, deducing,
imagery, transfer and elaboration. The following strategies were chosen to represent
cognitive strategies in the present study:
Figure 3.3 Cognitive Strategies
Cognitive Strategies

Q7

I try to figure out my own language problems in Irish

Q13

If I don't know a word I think about other rules of the language to help me
figure out the meaning.

Q25

I first skim a text then I go back and read it carefully.

Q26

I take language apart and analyse it bit by bit.

3.7.3.2.2.1.2

Compensatory Strategies

Oxford (1990:37) defines these as strategies, which allow learners to use the language
despite their often large gaps in knowledge. The following compensatory strategies
were chosen for the questionnaire:

Figure 3.4 Compensatory Strategies
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Compensatory Strategies

Q12

If I don't know a word I look for clues in the text to help me figure out the
meaning

Q16

If I don't know a word I check the meaning in the dictionary

Q17

If I don't know the correct word I sometimes make up words.

Q18

If I don't know the correct word I use other words to convey the meaning

Q19

If I don't know the correct word I use gestures to convey the meaning

Q20

If I don't know a word I use English words to convey the meaning

3.7.3.2.2.1.3

Memory Strategies

Oxford (1990:37) defines memory strategies as those 'helping students store and
retrieve new infomiation. The following strategies were taken to represent memory
strategies in this study:

Figure 3.5

Memory Strategies
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Memory Strategies

Q21

I use new words in sentences so that I can remember them

Q22

I try to imagine a situation in which a new word might be used

Q23

I use rhymes to help me remember Irish words

Q38

When people correct me I repeat the word or sentence immediately

3.7.3.2.2.1.4

Metacognitive Strategies

O’Malley and Chamot (1990:44) define these as 'higher order executive skills that
may entail planning for, monitoring, or evaluating the success of a learning activity'.
Only one strategy is included in this category, although there is some overlap between
this and out-of-class strategies.

Figure 3.6

Metacognitive Strategies

Metacognitive Strategies

Q39

After Irish class I think about what I have learned

3.7.3.2.2.1.5

Out-of-Class Strategies

These strategies indicate an active approach, an awareness of language as a means of
communication and evidence of willingness to take advantage of all practice
opportunities. Naiman et al (1978) defines the 'active-task approach’ as an approach
where learners involve themselves actively in the language-learning task in a number
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of different ways. These include related language learning activities outside of their
regular classroom input. The main aim of these activities is to achieve exposure to
meaningful language. ^Several other researchers, particularly those identifying
strategies deployed by 'the good language learner', include out-of-class strategies as
highly significant exercises. (Rubin, 1975; Bialystok, 1978,1981; Elley and
Mangubhai, 1983; Pickard, 1996). Bialystok (1978) uses the temi functional practice
(as opposed to formal practice) and her findings indicated that functional practice was
a factor that improved performance on all tasks accomplished by the subjects. The
following statements were taken to be representative of out-of-class strategies:

Figure 3.7

Out-of-CIass Strategies

Out-of-Class Strategies

Q6

I plan activities to use Irish outside of a classroom situation

Q8

1 log onto Irish language sites on the Internet

Q9

I enjoy watching Irish programmes on TV

QIO

I communicate in Irish outside of a classroom situation

Qll

I read articles and magazines outside of a classroom situation.

3.7.3.2.2.1.6

Socio-Affective Strategies

Social and affective strategies are found less often in L2 research. This may be
because learners are not familiar with paying attention to their own emotions and
social relationships as part of the L2 learning process. (Oxford, 1990) Social
strategies allow learners to cooperate or interact with other people during the learning
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process. Affective strategies allow learners to control emotions or negative thoughts
in order to continue to learn. Socio-affective strategies are represented by the
following statements in the questionnaire

Figure 3.8 Socio-Affective Strategies
Socio-Affective Strategies

Q14

If I don't know a word I ask the teacher for the meaning

Q15

If I don't know a word I ask another student for the meaning

Q36

I participate actively in group discussions

Q37

1 ask people to correct me if I make a mistake

3.7.3.2.2.2

Difficulty

In questions 27-30 students were asked whether they experienced difficulty with Irish
grammar as well as speaking, writing and reading Irish. It was hypothesised that
students who were experiencing more difficulty were learning less efficiently and may
be deploying strategies less effectively than those who were not.
Figure 3.9 Difficulty
Difficulty

Q27

I find Irish grammar very difficult

Q28

I find speaking Irish very difficult

Q29

I find writing Irish very difficult
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Q30

3.7.3.2.2.3

I find reading Irish very difficult

Teacher

When students were questioned in the initial interviews as to why they thought they
were good or weak in a particular language, the answer invariably included a comment
with regard to the teacher. Other research, for example, Cenoz and Lindsay (1996)
also demonstrated that 'a good teacher' is a significant factor in instructed L3
acquisition. Questions 31 and 32 therefore examined learners' preference with regard
to a teacher. Firstly, students were asked to respond to whether they favoured a
teacher who is a native Irish speaker, i.e. who comes from the Gaeltacht area and
secondly whether they prefer the teacher to speak in Irish most of the time. This
information was sought in order to investigate whether this would correlate positively
or negatively with students exhibiting a higher level of metalinguistic awareness.

Figure 3.10 Teacher
Teacher

Q31

I like a teacher who is a native Irish speaker

Q32

I like when the teacher speaks in Irish most of the time

3.7.3.2.2.4

Environment

Q34 sought information regarding their preference to learning Irish in a native Irish
speaking environment, i.e. a Gaeltacht area.
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Figure 3.11 Environment
Environment

Q34

I prefer to learn Irish in a Gaeltachl area

3.7.3.2.2.5

Autonomy

Autonomy has always been identified as a central characteristic of the good language
learner. (Rubin (1975), Naiman et al (1978), Chamot et al (1988)) Question 33
examined whether learners believed they could learn Irish without supervision and
Question 35 whether they believed they could learn optimally working alone at their
own pace.

Figure 3.12 Autonomy
Autonomy

Q33

It is not possible for me to learn Irish without teacher supervision

Q35

I learn Irish best working alone at my own pace

3.7.3.2.3

Section C: Students’ Approach to Learning a FL

Section C was entitled Your Approach to Learning French/German. Questions 41
75 sought the exact same information as Questions 6-40 but in this instance in
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relation to the foreign language, i.e. French or Gennan. The following provides an
example of the statements used in this section with regard to cognitive strategies.

Figure 3.13 Cognitive Strategies FL
Cognitive Strategies FL

Q7

I try to figure out my own language problems in French/German

Q13

If I don't know a word I think about other rules of the language to help me
figure out the meaning.

Q25

1 first skim a text then I go back and read it carefully.

Q26

I take language apart and analyse it bit by bit.

3.7.3.2.4

Section D:

Comparing Languages

Section D, (Questions 76 - 88) entitled Comparing Languages sought information
with regard to cross-linguistic influence from one language to another. Students at
Gaelcholdisti are used to constant code-switching. De Bot and Schreuder (1993)
present this phenomenon as evidence for the theory that a bilingual's languages are
continuously activated although each to a different level. By extension, it is likely that
a trilingual's three languages will be activated. This provides the basis for the
possibility that vocabulary from any of their other languages can unintentionally 'slip
in' to the target language. This section of the questionnaire sought to investigate these
phenomena of positive and negative transfer, not just with regard to the lexicon but
also in relation to other aspects of language.
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Again on the same frequency scale of‘never’ to ‘always’ outlined in Section
3.7.3.2.2, learning patterns were examined with regard to the following areas:

1

Students were asked whether they automatically compared new vocabulary in
Irish or the FL to English, e.g.

Q77

When I am learning a new word in French, I compare it to English.

Evidence of negative transfer was sought with regard to productive skills in L2
and L3. It was hypothesised that in students from Gaelcholdisti this negative
transfer would be significantly reduced. It was also presupposed that negative
transfer would occur mainly in oral production rather than written due to the
time lapse involved, e.g.

Q78

When I speak in French, I use Irish words by mistake

Q79

When I write in French, I use Irish words by mistake

4

Students were asked whether they sought cognates across their three
languages, e.g.

Q82

I look for words in Irish that are similar to English.
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5

Finally, they were asked whether they sought 'patterns' in one language which
were similar in another. It was not specified as to what exactly these may be
but may have referred to morpho-syntactical, grammatical or indeed lexical
patterns. The crucial infomiation sought was whether there was positive
transfer from other languages to the target language.

Q85

I try to find patterns in French that are similar to patterns in Irish

It is important to note, however, that advantages demonstrated by bilinguals
in previous research cannot be explained solely in terms of transfer. Referring to their
own study on additive trilingualism in the Basque Country, Cenoz and Valencia
(1994) point out that 'it is Basque that differentiates the bilinguals from the
monolinguals, and there is no similarity between Basque and English'. Thus, the
influence of L2 on L3 acquisition is a complex phenomenon that goes beyond transfer.
Past research consistently indicates that increased metalinguistic awareness accounts
for the higher level of linguistic competence in L3. Cenoz and Valencia (1994), also
suggest that the skills developed by bilinguals to use the appropriate language in
interpersonal relationships could account for a higher development of communicative
competence in a third language. This latter factor may be impossible to measure.
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3.7.3.3

Part 2

The second part of the questionnaire consisted mainly of questions to gain
biographical information about the participants. Variables were selected which were
thought to relate to the deployment of strategies. It was believed that anonymity
would allow students to be more candid. Therefore, students were not asked to give
their names.

Infomiation sought included age, sex, location of home (i.e. rural/urban) as
well as linguistic background. Students were asked which languages they spoke in the
home and which languages they spoke to conversational level or beyond. The
language of the home, peer group or community will obviously have a profound effect
on proficiency in that language. Furthermore, Baker (1992) concludes that the second
strongest influence on language attitudes was language background.

Question 96 asked whether respondents had visited any countries where the
target foreign language was spoken.

Q96

Have you visited any countries where French/German is spoken?
Yes O

No O

Question 97, which referred to the number of times students had been abroad,
was included to provide an approximate indication of the social class of the
respondent. It can be assumed that, for the most part, students who indicated a high
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frequency of foreign holidays would be from a more favourable social background
than those who indicated a low frequency.

Q97

How often have you been abroad e.g. on holiday?

O Never 01-3 occasions O 4-7 occasions 08-10 occasions
0+10 occasions

Results of Junior or Leaving Certificate language exams were considered an
important variable in this study Therefore the grades achieved in Irish and the FL
were sought as well as the level in which it was achieved, i.e. higher/ordinary level.

As indicated in Chapter 2, Section 2.6.3.2, several researchers have
investigated differences in strategy deployment between the 'good learner' and those
learners that are less successful. Furthemiore, assessing their level of Irish (as an
L1/L2) was considered to be a crucial element of the investigation of the transfer
phenomenon. Fouser (1995:395) underlines that
Controlling for L2 proficiency is critical in determining the level of linguistic
resources that a learner can draw on in the acquisition of a third language.
Previous research has shown that L2 proficiency influences not only the
amount, but also the type of language transfer that takes place in acquiring a
third language.
Therefore the following items were included in the questionnaire:
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QlOO Please specify the course you took for your Junior Certificate/ Leaving
Certificate.
Ordinary Irish O

Higher Irish O

Questions 98 and 99 sought the same information with regard to the FL.
Q98 Please specify the course you took for your Junior Certificate/ Leaving
Certificate.
Higher French/German

Ordinary French/Gemian 0

O

Q99 Please indicate the grade you achieved in Junior/Leaving Certificate
French/Gemian.
AOBOCO

DO

EO

FO

NGO

Cummins' Interdependence Theory (1981) states that if instruction in one
language is effective in promoting proficiency in this language, the transfer of this
proficiency to another language will occur provided there is adequate exposure and
motivation. Thus, in order to profit from the L2 learning experience in the context of
L3, motivation is a significant factor. Question 102 sought information regarding
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students' motivation. Students were asked to tiek one or more of six possible
responses, representing integrative and instrumental orientations. Baker (1992)
explains that instrumental motivation reflects pragmatic utilitarian motives, whereas
an integrative attitude is mostly social and interpersonal in orientation. Motivating
factors put forward in the questionnaire included interest in the language and culture,
career and educational goals as well as potential use for travel.

Q102 Why are you learning German?

O

I am interested in the Gemian language

o

I am interested in German culture

o

1 come in contact with native German speakers

o

1 need Gcnnan for my future career

0

I am required to take a language to go on to 3'^ level/to graduate

o

I need German for travel

o

Other (Please specify any further reasons in the comments box below)

The final choice field was labelled 'other' and students were asked to explain
any further reasons why they were learning the language in the comments section
underneath. Oxford and Nyikos (1989) claim that motivation is intrinsically linked
with strategy deployment. They conclude that motivational orientation especially as
related to career field was important in the choice of strategies demonstrated by
students who completed the SILL. Naiman et al (1978) also found evidence that
motivational orientation is indeed linked with certain types of strategy use. They
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concluded that an integrative orientation was positively related to the number of times
students volunteered to answer questions.

The final item in the questionnaire (Question 102) was an open-ended
comments section, which invited students to comment on any issue relating to their
language learning.

3.8

Qualitative-Type Interviews

The main instrument of data elicitation for this study was the detailed questionnaire
survey described above. However, four short semi-structured interviews were also
conducted for the puipose of providing additional qualitative data. Four students
(Students A-D) were interviewed initially in April 2001 before results from the
questionnaires were available. They were chosen on a volunteer basis from a first year
language class. Each believed himself/herself to be a good language learner and
student D was an English/Gemian bilingual.

Students were questioned with regard to all aspects of their language
learning. In the initial interviews students were also presented with a text and asked
how they would approach comprehension of that text and subsequently how they
would learn the vocabulary from that text. Full transcripts of each of the four
interviews are in Appendix E.
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3.9

Statistical Analysis

Statistical analysis was carried out using SPSS (Statistics Package for the Social
Sciences) software. The following two statistical tests were used to perform the
analysis.

3.9.1

Monte Carlo Estimate

In order to establish whether there was an association between two variables the
Monte Carlo estimate was used. This is an unbiased estimate of the exact significance
level, calculated by repeatedly sampling from a reference set of tables with the same
dimensions and row and column margins as the observed table. The Monte Carlo
method allows the researcher to estimate exact significance without relying on the
assumptions required for the asymptotic method, i.e. the asymptotic method assumes
that the data set is reasonably large, and that tables are densely populated and well
balanced. In the current study the data set was too large to compute exact significance
and tables were sparse or unbalanced and therefore the assumptions necessary for the
asymptotic method were not met.

A significance level of 0.05 was employed in all tests. Thus if the p-value
was less than 0.05 the test result was deemed significant, i.e. an association between
the two variables was confimied.

3.9.2

Spearman Correlation

In order to measure the significance of an association between two variables a
Spearman correlation coefficient was sought. This is a nonparametric version of the
Pearson correlation coefficient, based on the ranks of the data rather than the actual
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values. It is appropriate for ordinal data, as in the current study, or for interval data
that does not satisfy the normality assumption. Values of the coefficient range from -1
to +1. The sign of the coefficient indicates the direction of the relationship, and its
absolute value indicates the strength, with larger absolute values indicating stronger
relationships. A significance level of 0.05 was employed in all tests. Thus if the pvalue is less than 0.05 the test result was deemed significant.
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Chapter Four:

Strategy Deployment: The Influence of ^ish
ON THE FL

4.1

Comparison of Strategy Deployment in Irish and the FL

4.1.1

Introduction

As discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.2, many researchers underline the significnce of
acquisition of a second language in third language acquisition. Hammarberg
(2001:23), for example, reports that:

...there appears to be a general tendency to activate an earlier secondary
language in L3 performance rather than LI.

The most extensive investigation to date of the transfer phenomenon from one
language to another was conducted by Hufeisen (1991). From a corpus of 450cripts
collected from learners of German as an L3, she concluded that transfer from Iiglish
(learners' L2) was significant, viewing this previous knowledge of English as abridge'
which facilitated the learning of German and provided a valuable source of
metalinguistic knowledge. Ringbom (1987) also concludes that L3 learners h;^e
more relevant experience than L2 learners, and in this sense it should, therefor be
easier to learn, especially to comprehend a third than a second language, since le L3
learner can make use of many more cues than the L2 learner. (Ringbom, 1987:12)
Similarly, Fouser (1995), in his review of research in the field of L3 acquisitio. cites
previous studies demonstrating that the additional linguistic resources that L3 lamers
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possess are a considerable asset in L3 learning, particularly if the languages in
question are typologically close. Chamot et al (1988) report that novice high school
students of a FL were more likely to panic when they realised they lacked the
procedural skills for solving a linguistic problem than expert learners, defined as those
who had previously studied a FL. The latter group approached tasks calmly and were
able to deploy strategies they had developed from previous language learning
experience. Strategy deployment is thus believed to play a crucial role in this
phenomenon of L2 to L3 transfer. Research has already established that an increased
transfer strategy from LI to L2 facilitates SLA. (Schweers, 1996, cited in Jessner,
1999). However, it is believed that strategy transfer from L2 to L3 may be of even
greater significance in the TLA process. The present study investigates this transfer in
the context of strategy deployment, with the aim of gaining a deeper understanding of
the influence of Irish as an LI or, more usually, as an L2 on subsequent acquisition of
the FL as an L3/L4.

It was hypothesised that students would approach the learning of the FL in
much the same way as they approach the learning of Irish. In order to detennine
whether students use the same strategies with more or less the same frequency to learn
both languages, strategies deployed to learn Irish were correlated with strategies
deployed to learn a FL (i.e. French or German). A statistical test was then performed
with the purpose of establishing whether there was an association between these
variables. If students were approaching the learning of both Irish and the FL with the
same strategies, it would imply that the learning of both languages involved the same
mentalistic processes. Prior metalinguistic knowledge acquired through the instructed
acquisition of the L2 should subsequently have a beneficial effect on L3/L4 due to the
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fact that the learning processes may be similar. Furthermore, it follows that strategy
training in one language should automatically be transferred and have a positive effect
on any other languages being acquired.

4.1.2

Research Method

In order to measure the significance of an association between deployment of a
strategy in Irish and deployment of that same strategy in the FL a Spearman
correlation, as outlined in Chapter 3, Section 3.9.2, was sought.

4.1.3

Cognitive Strategies

The first set of strategies examined were cognitive strategies, as discussed in Chapter
3, Section 3.7.3.2.2.1.1.

4.1.3.1 Problem-Solving
The first set of data examined in this category was that relating to autonomy. In their
discussion of learning strategies, Grenfell and Harris (1993: 23) underline the
importance of learner autonomy.

.. .it is only when learners make the language their own that it is acquired in
any generative fashion.

Data relating to the strategy of problem-solving was sought by the following
statements:
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Q7

I try to figure out my own language problems in Irish

Q42

1 try to figure out my own language problems in French/German

The statistical test, which was performed on all students' responses, showed that the
Spearman correlation (r = 0.294) is significant (p = 0.046) with an association
between the two variables, thereby indicating that deployment patterns in Irish are
similar to those in the FL.

Figure 4.1

Problem-Solving
Q42 Problem-Solving (FL)
Never

Q7

Not

Sometimes

Usually Always

Total

usually

ProblemSolving

Never

6.8%

6.8%

7.5%

3.7%

.9%

25.6%

(Irish)

Not

3.5%

5.1%

7.2%

4.0%

.9%

20.7%

Sometimes

2.3%

4.9%

9.1%

7.9%

2.6%

26.8%

Usually

1.6%

2.6%

6.5%

7.7%

1.6%

20.0%

Always

1.2%

.7%

.9%

2.6%

1.4%

6.8%

15.4%

20.0%

31.2%

1.6%

7.5%

100.0%

usually

Total

Figures for learners who 'never' try to figure out their own problems in Irish
(25.6%) are higher than those obtained in relation to the FL (15.4%). Similarly,
students who ‘usually’ or 'always' try to figure out their language problems in Irish,
(20.0% and 6.8% respectively) would appear to transfer this strategy to their learning
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of the FL, where 25.9% claimed to use it ‘usually’ and 7.5% use it 'always'. In
general, although the overall pattern is similar and there is a positive correlation
between deployment of the strategy in both languages, students are more likely to be
autonomous with regard to problem-solving in the FL than in Irish. This is an
interesting finding in that it may provide evidence for the fact that prior linguistic
experience in Irish has, in some way, facilitated autonomy in the FL. The
retrospective administration of the questionnaires may also play a role here, as
students at third level are reporting retrospectively on how they learned Irish in
secondary school but are reporting on their current learning strategies at third level
with regard to the FL. Furthennore, in addition to the age factor, the more
autonomous approach to learning at third level is likely to influence language learning
directly. The higher degree of autonomy apparent in the learning of the FL from this
study may somewhat account for these differences.

4.1.3.2 Linguistic Inferencing
The second set of variables examined were similarly related to problem-solving in a
language, more specifically applying the 'rules' of a language to assist with a lexical
item. Grenfell and Harris (1998) report that linguistic inferencing appears often to be
at a lexical level, and may involve 'unpacking' a new word or phrase and associating
part of it to a familiar word. The following items were taken to represent this strategy:

Q13

If I don’t know a word I think about other rules of the language to help
me figure out the meaning

(Irish)

11

Q48

If I don’t know a word I think about other rules of the language to help
me figure out the meaning

(FL)

The test, eonducted on all responses to the above statements, showed that the
Spearman correlation (r = 0.341) is significant (p=0.049). This establishes an
association between Question 13 and Question 48, thereby indicating a similarity of
patterns in deployment of this strategy in Irish and the FL.

Figure 4.2 Linguistic Inferencing
Q48 Linguistic Inferencing (FL)
Never

Q13

Not

Sometimes

Usually Always Total

usually

Linguistic
Inferencing Never

4.0%

2.1%

3.5%

1.6%

2.3%

.13.5%

(Irish)

.9%

4.2%

7.2%

5.1%

1.9%

19.3%

Sotue times 2.8%

4.7%

12.3%

8.1%

2.6%

30.5%

Usually

1.4%

.9%

5.6%

14.0%

4.7%

26.5%

Always

1.2%

1.4%

2.1%

5.6%

10.2%

30.0%

30.9%

17.0%

100.0%

Not
usually

Total

10.2%

11.9%

Only 10.2% of all learners reported 'never' using this strategy in relation to the
FL and 11.9% selected the option of'not usually'. The figures are higher, however, in
the case of Irish, with 13.5% 'never' deploying this strategy and almost a fifth (19.3%)
'not usually' deploying it. 30.9% and 17.0% respectively reported resorting to this
strategy 'usually' and 'always' in the learning of the FL. In general, students were
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considerably less likely to use the strategy in Irish. Only 26.5% and 10.2%
respectively claimed they used the strategy 'usually' or 'always'. Once again the
tentative suggestion is made that their previous linguistic experience in Irish might
allow for more developed cognitive skills in the FL, i.e. familiarity with 'rules' of Irish
may in some way facilitate application of the 'rules' of the FL for the purposes of
inferencing. It may, however, also be related to differences between the teaching
methodologies of Irish and the FL, which could result in students being more familiar
with the rules of the FL as the learning experience may have been based on a
structural approach placing importance on the learning of such 'rules'. This may
reflect the fact that students are older when they learn the FL and have more highly
developed intellectual and cognitive facilities. Similarly, the retrospective nature of
the questionnaire with regard to the learning of Irish by third level students may
account for the heightened use of this cognitive strategy with regard to the FL.

4.1.3.3 Pre-Questioning a Reading Text
The next set of cognitive strategies examined were those specifically relating to
reading. Thompson (1987) underlines the importance of pre-reading questions and
concludes that pre-reading questions which direct the attention to the main ideas in the
text facilitate recall not only of those ideas but also of other information in the text.
Therefore, data was collected via the following statements and analysed.

Q24

I question what might be in an Irish text before I read it.

Q59

I question what might be in a French/German text before I read it.
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A clear association between the two variables was observed from the statistical test
performed on all learners' responses. The test result indicated that the correlation (r
0.356) is significant (p=0.049). Thus similar patterns of deployment are evident in
both Irish and the FL with regard to this strategy.

Figure 4.3

Pre-Questioning a Reading Text
Q59 Pre-Questioning (FL)
Never

Sometimes

Usually Always Total

12.9% 7.0%

4.2%

3.0%

2.3%

29.4%

3.3%

11.7%

7.5%

3.3%

.2%

25.9%

Sometimes 2.1%

5.8%

9.8%

.7.5%

1.9%

11 A%

Usually

2.1%

2.8%

2.1%

4.7%

1.6%

13.3%

Always

.5%

.2%

1.2%

.5%

1.9%

4.2%

24.8%

18.9%

7.9%

100.0%

usually

Q24
Pre-

Never

Questioning Not
(Irish)

Total

Not

usually

20.8% 27.6%

From the table it is apparent that just under half of the respondents claim that
they 'never' (20.8%) or 'not usually' (27.6%) use this strategy with regard to FL texts
compared with 29.4% in the 'never' category and 25.9% in the 'not usually' category
for Irish. Numbers giving a negative response to this strategy are thus slightly higher
in Irish. Figures arising from the positive responses are again very similar with 13.3%
and 4.2% respectively of all learners reporting that they 'usually' or 'always' question
the contents of a text in Irish, compared with 18.9% and 7.9% that 'usually' or 'always'
deploy this strategy of pre-questioning a reading text. In contrast with results in the
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two previous cognitive strategies in this category, students are more likely to deploy
this strategy with regard to learning Irish than in learning the FL.

4.1.3.4

Scanning a Reading Text

The next set of variables examined also related to reading strategies but this time
information regarding the strategy of scanning a text prior to reading was sought after:

Q25

I first skim an Irish text, then I go back and read it carefully.

Q60

I first skim a French/Gemian text, then I go back and read it carefully.

A clear association between the two variables was observed from the results of the
statistical test. The Spearman correlation (r = 0.420) is significant (p=0.044), thereby
indicating similar patterns of deployment with regard to this scanning strategy in Irish
and the FL.
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Figure 4.4

Scanning a Reading Text
Q60 Scanning (FL)
Never Not

Sometimes

Usually Always Total

usually

Q25
Scanning

Never

1.9%

.7%

1.9%

1.6%

1.2%

7.2%

(Irish)

Not

1.4%

3.3%

3.5%

2.8%

1.2%

12.1%

Sometimes

1.6%

1.2%

4.7%

5.4%

3.3%

16.1%

Usually

.9%

2.6%

5.6%

21.0%

12.4%

42.5%

Always

.5%

.9%

1.9%

5.8%

12.9%

22.0%

6.3%

8.6%

17.5%

36.7%

30.8%

100.0%

usually

Total
(n=438)

The analysis demonstrates that this strategy of scanning is widely used with only a
small proportion of the respondents claiming that they 'never' (6.3%) or 'not usually'
(8.6%) use this strategy with regard to FL texts. This compares with slightly higher
figures with regard to Irish: 7.2% in the 'never' category and 12.1% in the 'not usually'
category for Irish. Thus, numbers giving a negative response to this strategy are once
again slightly higher for Irish. Similarly, 42.5% and 22.0% respectively report that
they 'usually' or 'always' question the contents of a text in Irish, compared with 36.7%
and 30.8% respectively who 'usually' or 'always' deploy this strategy with regard to the
FL. Results appear inconclusive, however, as to whether this strategy is more popular
with regard to the learning of Irish or the FL. The test result, however, establishes a
clear association between strategy deployment in both languages, supporting a
conclusion that learners approach an Irish and a FL text in more or less the same
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manner. This provides evidenee that a eertain degree of transfer may be taking plaee
between Irish and the FL.

4.1.3.5 Analysing Language
Using the following items, the last cognitive strategy examined was that relating to
analysing components of languages:

Q26

I take language apart and analyse it bit by bit (Irish)

Q61

I take language apart and analyse it bit by bit (FL)

In this instance the Spearman correlation (r = 0. 529) was again significant (p=0.040).
This is the strongest association between two variables within the category of
cognitive strategies, thus supporting the conclusion that if students dissect language in
Irish it is highly likely that they use that same strategy in their learning of the FL.
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Figure 4.5

Analysing Language
Q61 Analysing Language (FL)
Never

Q26

Not

Sometimes

Usually Always Total

usually

Analysing

Never

8.0%

7.5%

3.0%

1.6%

.7%

20.8%

Language

Not

3.0%

8.9%

8.9%

3.0%

1.2%

25.1%

(Irish)

usually
Sometimes

1.4%

5.6%

12.9%

5.9%

1.9%

27.6%

Usually

1.2%

3.0%

3.5%

l.OVo

4.7%

19.4%

.2%

.5%

2.1%

4.2%

7.0%

28.8%

19.7%

12.6%

100.0%

Always
Total

13.6% 25.3%

(n=438)

The patterns of strategy deployment across both languages are very similar, but
once again, it appears that students are analysing language more frequently with
regard to the FL than with regard to Irish. 13.6% of learners reported 'never' analysing
the FL compared to 20.8% who 'never' analyse Irish. Similarly, 19.7% 'usually' and
12.6% 'always' deploy this strategy in the FL, compared with 19.4% of students who
'usually' and 7.0% of students who 'always' deploy it in Irish. Once again, it is
suggested that third level students are displaying a higher frequency of cognitivelydemanding strategies such as analysis at third level with regard to the FL, than
previously at second level with regard to their learning of Irish. Increased maturity,
together with the autonomous nature of third level education more than likely
accounts for this increased level of cognition.
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4.1.3.6

Discussion of Cognitive Strategies

In this category of cognitive strategies there is a positive correlation between all
strategies tested with the tables for both languages displaying close similarities. This
supports the conclusion that, in general, students are approaching their learning of
Irish and the FL in much the same way and deploying the same cognitive strategies for
both languages. Although it cannot be considered conclusive, this evidence supports
the theory that strategies are being transferred from Irish to the FL, and that it is, in
fact, the L2, which has developed students' cognitive skills to a level where they are
transferable and applicable to the L3 learning process.

The strongest correlation was recorded in the strategy of language analysis, a
strategy requiring a high level of cognitive maturity. This is a key cognitive skill in
the process of language learning. Grenfell and Flarris (1993) report that pupils learn
more language when they learn how to analyse and control their linguistic systems.
Interestingly enough, in this and in the other two more cognitively-demanding
strategies of problem-solving and application of'rules of the language', it was in
learning of the L3, that students deployed the strategy most frequently. This does not
concur with Grenfell's and Flarris' (1998) proposal that more advanced learners have
more to draw on in temis of linguistic clues to establish meaning. It might have been
expected that students would display a higher frequency of cognitive strategies with
regard to Irish as their L2, a language in which they should exhibit greater proficiency,
considering the factor of an additional eight years learning. Plausible explanations for
the above results must take into account, however, that 44.1% of students were at
third level and no longer learning Irish. Therefore, they were reporting retrospectively
on their learning of Irish. O'Malley and Chamot (1990:106) report that learning
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strategies develop with age and 'are used spontaneously with increasing sophistication
by older learners'. Thus, the extra year, as well as experience of more self-directed
learning at third level must account for some degree of increased cognitive maturity.
A further explanation put forward may be the more rule-oriented approach to teaching
of the FL. This results from the fact that FL learning first takes place when students
have reached a more cognitively mature stage, i.e. first year of secondary education
than when their learning of Irish first takes place, i.e. first year of primary education.
It is also possible to speculate that the transfer of cognitive strategies from L2
acquisition, i.e. Irish, results in enhanced cognitive strategies in L3 acquisition, as
evidenced in this study.

According to Thompson (1987) there is evidence to suggest that L2 learners
fail to transfer their good LI reading strategies when it comes to reading in the FL,
which may be due to the limited command of the language. However, the reading
strategies examined above appear to be transferred from L2 to L3. In any case,
patterns of deployment are very similar with regard to both languages. The qualitative
research supports this theory, as Students A and C report approaching Irish and French
texts in the same way.

4.1.4

Compensatory Strategies

Six compensatory strategies, as detailed in Chapter 3, Section 3.7.3.2.2.1.2 were
investigated.
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4.1.4.1

Inferencing From 'Clues' in the Text

Firstly in this category of compensatory strategies the questionnaire investigated the
cognitively orientated type of strategy of searching for clues in a text in order to aid
comprehension.

Q12

If I don’t know a word I look for clues in the text to help me figure out
the meaning. (Irish)

Q47

If I don’t know a word I look for clues in the text to help me figure out
the meaning. (FL)

An association between the two variables was established from the statistical
test result. The Spearman correlation (r = 0.260) is significant (p=0.049) providing
evidence that if students deploy this strategy in relation to an Irish text, they are highly
likely to use this same strategy when approaching a FL text.
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Figure 4.6

Inferencing From 'Clues’ in the Text
Q47 Inferencing from ‘Clues’ (FL)
Never Not

Q12

Sometimes

Usually Always Total

.7%

2.3%

2.3%

5.4%

usually

Inferencing

Never

from

Not

‘Clues’

usually

(Irish)

.5%

.5%

1.6%

2.8%

.9%

6.3%

Sometimes

1.2%

1.6%

6.3%

6.8%

2.1%

17.9%

Usually

3.0%

1.6%

5.8%

19.6%

7.2%

37.3%

Always

2.6%

.9%

2.1%

10.3%

17.2%

33.1%

7.2%

4.7%

16.6%

41.7%

29.8%

100.0%

Total
(n=438)

This was a widely-used strategy with figures for deployment in all categories
across the two languages being very similar: only 7.2% and 4.7% respectively of all
learners report 'never' or 'not usually' deploying this compensatory strategy, with
regard to the FL. 41.7% and 29.8%, respectively, deploy it 'usually' or 'always'.
Results are very similar with regard to Irish. 5.4% and 6.3% report 'never' or 'not
usually' deploying this strategy with 37.3% and 33.1% claiming to 'usually' or 'always'
search for clues in a text to compensate for missing knowledge. No conclusive
generalisation can be made as to whether students are deploying this strategy more
frequently in L2 or L3.
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4.1.4.2

Dictionary Usage

Students were then asked how often they sought the meaning of a new item of
vocabulary in a dictionary.

Q16

If I don’t know a word, I check the meaning in a dictionary. (Irish)

Q5I

If I don’t know a word, I check the meaning in a dictionary. (FL)

Similar to the previous compensatory strategy the test once again showed that
the Spearman correlation (r = 0. 492) is significant (p=0.04I) with a strong association
between dictionary usage in Irish and the FL.

Figure 4.7

Dictionary Usage
Q51 Dictionary Usage (FL)
Never Not

Sometimes

Usually Always Total

usually

Q16
Dictionary

Never

.9%

.9%

1.4%

1.2%

.5%

4.9%

Usage

Not

1.2%

1.9%

2.8%

2.3%

1.2%

9.3%

(Irish)

usually
Sometimes 2.6%

2.6%

6.0%

12.1%

4.2%

27.4%

Total

Usually

1.4%

.5%

5.3%

20.0%

10.2%

37.4%

Always

.7%

.2%

.7%

3.9%

15.5%

21.1%

6.7%

6.0%

16.2%

39.4%

31.6%

100.0%

(n=438)
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Once again frequency patterns exhibited with regard to this strategy are very
similar. There is a high frequency of dictionary usage in both languages. This concurs
with Schmitt's (1997) investigation of 600 Japanese students, which concludes that
use of a bilingual dictionary is the most popular vocabulary strategy. Kudo's (1999)
study of vocabulary strategies yielded a similar result. In the present study only 6.7%
reported 'never' using a FL dictionary with 4.9% reporting the same with regard to
Irish vocabulary. There is no marked difference, therefore, among the positive
responses either, with respectively 39.4% 'usually' and 31.6% 'always' deploying this
strategy in the FL and 37.4% 'usually' and 21.1% 'always' deploying it in Irish. It
appears from the tables that students are more likely to use a dictionary to seek the
meaning of FL vocabulary (71% positive responses) than Irish vocabulary (58.5% of
positive responses).

4.1.4.3

Circumlocution/Paraphrasing

The third compensatory strategy investigated was the production strategy of
circumlocution/paraphrasing. The following two items are representative of this
strategy:

Q18

If I don’t know the correct word I use other words to convey the
meaning. (Irish)

Q53

If I don’t know the correct word I use other words to convey the
meaning. (FL)

The Speamian correlation (r = 0. 261) is significant (p=0.050), thereby
indicating a relationship between deployment of this strategy in Irish and the FL.
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Therefore, it can be concluded that if learners are using this strategy in Irish, it is
highly probable that they are deploying it in the learning of the FL.

Figure 4.8

Circumlocution/Paraphrasing
Q53 Circumlocution/Paraphrasing (FL)
Never Not

Sometimes

Usually Always Total

.5%

.5%

.7%

2.1%

usually

Q18
Circumlocution/ Never

.5%

Paraphrasing

Not

1.6%

2.6%

1.9%

.7%

1.2%

7.9%

(Irish)

usually
Sometimes

1.6%

5.1%

11.1%

9.3%

2.3%

29.5%

Usually

.7%

2.8%

9.0%

18.3%

7.4%

38.3%

Always

1.6%

1.4%

4.6%

9.7%

4.9%

22.3%

6.0%

11.8%

27.1%

38.5%

16.5%

100.0%

Total
(n=438)

As with previous compensatory strategies examined, a reasonably high
frequency of deployment is evident from the tables. Figures for the respondents who
claim to 'never' or 'not usually' deploy this strategy are low (6.0% and 11.8% for the
FL and 2.1% and 7.9% for Irish). Similarly, 38.5% 'usually' and 16.5% 'always' use
this strategy with regard to the FL and 38.3% 'usually' and 22.3% 'always' use
circumlocution with regard to Irish. Once again, differences in trends between
frequencies of deployment in both languages are minimal and thus preventing overall
general comparisons.
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4.1.4.4

Use of Gestures

The next strategy examined in this eategory was that of using gestures to eompensate
for missing knowledge.

Q38

If I don’t know the eorreet word I use gestures to eonvey the meaning
(Irish)

Q73

If I don’t know the eorreet word I use gestures to convey the meaning
(FL)

A strong association between the two variables is again evident from the test
result, which indicated that the Spearman correlation (r = 0. 471) is significant
(p=0.044). It can thus be concluded that this strategy is used to compensate for
missing knowledge in both languages to an similar extent.
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Figure 4.9

Use of Gestures
Q73 Use Of Gestures (FL)
Never

Q38

Not

Sometimes

Usually Always Total

usually

Use of

Never

11.6% 4.7%

3.3%

1.6%

.2%

21.4%

Gestures

Not

1.2%

15.6%

8.1%

1.4%

.2%

32.6%

(Irish)

usually
Sometimes

3.7%

7.7%

11.2%

5.8%

1.2%

29.5%

Usually

.7%

1.9%

3.5%

4.9%

.9%

11.9%

Always

.9%

.5%

2.3%

.9%

4.7%

24.2% 29.8%

26.5%

16.0%

3.5%

100.0%

Total
(n=438)

This is the least popular conipensatory strategy in both languages. Over half
the respondents reported 'never' or 'not usually' deploying this strategy in either
language. Figures for the respondents who claim to 'never' or 'not usually' deploy this
strategy are respectively 24.2% and 29.8% for the FL and 21.4% and 32.6% for Irish.
Similarly, only 16.0% and 3.5% report 'usually' or 'always' using this with regard to
FL vocabulary items with 11.9% and 4.7% reporting the same with regard to Irish.
No marked differences in overall deployment patterns between the two languages are
observable.
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4.1.4.5

Word-Coinage

The following items were used to examine the strategy of coining vocabulary:

Q19

If I don’t know the correct word I sometimes make up words. (Irish)

Q52

If I don’t know the correct word I sometimes make up words. (FL)

Again the test result indicates that patterns in strategy deployment for wordcoinage are similar in Irish and the FL. The test showed that the Spearman correlation
(r = 0.493) is significant (p=0.043) with a strong association between the two
variables.

Figure 4.10

Word-Coinage
Q52 Word-Coinage(FL)
Never

Not

Sometimes

Usually Always Total

usually

Q19 WordCoinage

Never

20.0% 4.9%

2.3%

1.9%

.5%

29.5%

(Irish)

Not

6.7%

14.2%

5.3%

3.7%

.5%

30.5%

Sometimes 2.1%

4.2%

10.7%

4.9%

.2%

22.1%

Usually

1.4%

1.9%

3.5%

3.7%

.9%

11.4%

Always

1.6%

.7%

1.6%

.9%

1.6%

6.5%

23.5%

15.1%

3.7%

100.0%

usually

Total

31.9% 25.8%

(n=438)
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This is not a very frequently deployed strategy in either L2 or L3. Figures for
those who 'never' coin vocabulary in Irish (29.5%) are high, similar to those obtained
in relation to the FL (31.9%). Similarly, students who 'usually' or 'always' coin Irish
words, (11.4% and 6.5% respectively) would appear to transfer this strategy to their
learning of the FL where 15.1% claimed to use it often and 3.7% use it 'always'. The
overall patterns across both languages are once again very similar and no general
conclusion can be made as to whether students deploy this strategy more with regard
to Irish or the FL. The strong positive correlation together with the table indicates
clearly that students are equally likely to deploy this strategy in both their languages.

4.1.4.6

Using English

The second set of variables examined were related to resorting to use of English in
order to convey meaning. It must be noted that his particular strategy may not
necessarily be a learning strategy as such, unless the interlocutor supplies the
corresponding phrase in the other language, and may even be considered as evidence
of negative interference in some cases.

Q20

If 1 don’t know a word I use English words to convey the meaning (Irish)

Q55

If I don’t know a word I use English words to convey the meaning (FL)

The test showed that the Speannan correlation (r = 0.430) is significant
(p=0.044), thus establishing a strong similarity of patterns in deployment of this
strategy in Irish and the FL.
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Figure 4.11

Using English
Q55 Using English (FL)
Never

Q20

Not

Sometimes

Usually Always Total

usually

Using

Never

8.6%

6.5

2.8%

.7%

.2%

18.8%

English

Not

1.1%

11.2%

7.4%

2.1%

.7%

29.1%

(Irish)

usually
Sometimes 3.0%

7.2%

12.6%

4.7%

1.4%

28.8%

Usually

1.2%

3.0%

4.9%

6.0%

2.1%

17.2%

Always

1.9%

.2%

1.6%

.9%

1.4%

6.0%

29.3%

14.4%

5.8%

100.0%

Total

22.3% 28.1%

(11=438)

This is not reported to be a frequently deployed strategy. 22.3% reported
'never' using this strategy in relation to the FL and 28.1% selected the option of'not
usually'. Similar patterns are observable in the case of Irish. 18.8% 'never' deploy this
strategy with 29.1% 'not usually' deploying it. Within the positive responses, only
14.4% and 5.8% respectively reported resorting to this strategy 'usually' and 'always' in
the learning of the FL. Similar figures are observable in Irish. Only 17.2% and 6.0%
claimed they used the strategy 'usually' or 'always'. It appears students are using more
cognitively developed strategies to compensate for missing information.

4.1.4.7

Discussion of Compensatory Strategies

Test results from this category of compensatory strategies tend to support the
inference that students are deploying the same strategies in Irish and the FL in order to
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compensate for missing knowledge. There is a positive correlation between all
strategies tested, which includes both receptive and productive skills. The tables for
both languages display close similarities, which may suggest that all strategies in this
category are being transferred from Irish to the FL. The strongest correlation related
to the strategy of word-coinage, one of the less popular of the compensation strategies.
This indicates very similar patterns in both languages with regard to this strategy. The
most popular strategy was searching for clues in a text in order to ascertain meaning.
(71.5% of positive responses in the FL and 70.4% of positive responses in Irish). This
concurs with Prokop's (1989) study where 'using the context in which a word appears
and making educated guesses as to its meaning' (1989: Appendix 4) was the strategy
which students listed as being the most useful. A high frequency of dictionary usage
was also reported (71% of positive responses in the FL and 58.5% of positive
responses in Irish). Circumlocution or paraphrasing, i.e. using other words when they
'do not know a word' was also reasonably frequently deployed (55.0% of positive
responses in the FL and 60.6% of positive responses in Irish). It is interesting to note
that lower order cognitive strategies such as using gestures (only 19.5% of positive
responses in the FL and 16.6% of positive responses in Irish) and using English to
compensate for missing knowledge were deployed less frequently (20.2% of positive
responses in the FL and 23.9% of positive responses in Irish). Using gestures, for
example, is at a significantly lower order compared with the complex mentalistic
processes involved in circumlocution or paraphrasing. An explanatory factor may be
that students are more conscious of strategies such as using a dictionary or searching
for clues in a text whereas strategies such as using gestures may be deployed on a
more subconscious level, as may be the case of English words 'slipping in'. The
reason these lower order strategies may be more subconscious is that they are likely to

131

take place within discourse itself as communication strategies, as opposed to the more
cognitively-orientated learning strategies which students might be more likely to adopt
consciously to help them learn the language.

4.1.5

Memory Strategies

Four memory strategies, as discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.7.3.2.2.1.3, were
investigated.

4.1.5.1

Contextualising in Sentences

Firstly in this category of memory strategies the questionnaire investigated the strategy
of placing new items of vocabulary in sentences when learning them.

Q21
Q56

use new Irish words in sentences so that I can remember them
I use new French/Gemian words in sentences so that I can remember
them

A strong association between the above variables is evident from the statistical
test result. The Spearman correlation (r = 0.439) is significant (p=0.046) which
provides evidence that if students use this memory strategy when learning Irish, they
are highly likely to use this same strategy in their learning of the FL.

Figure 4.12

Contextualising in Sentences
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Q56 Contextualising in Sentences (FL)
Never

Not

Sometimes

Usually Always Total

usually

Q21
Contextualising Never

4.2%

2.6%

1.4%

.7%

.2%

9.1%

in Sentences

Not

3.7%

7.3%

1.7%

2.8%

.9%

22.5%

(Irish)

usually
Sometimes

1.6%

8.4%

20.4%

8.0%

1.2%

39.6%

Usually

.5%

1.4%

7.7%

10.3%

1.6%

21.5%

Always

1.2%

.2%

1.4%

3.0%

1.4%

7.3%

11.2%

19.9%

38.6%

24.8%

5.4%

100.0%

Total
(n=438)

This was a widely-used strategy and figures in all categories across the two
languages are very similar; 11.2% and 19.9% respectively report 'never' or 'not usually'
deploying this memory strategy with regard to the FL. 24.8% and 5.4% deploy it
'usually' or 'always'. Results are very similar with regard to Irish. 9.1% and 22.5%,
respectively, report 'never' or 'not usually' deploying this strategy with 21.5% and
7.3% claiming to 'usually' or 'always' place new words in sentences as part of the
learning process. No conclusive generalisation can be made as to whether students
are deploying this strategy more frequently in L2 or L3. The high frequency of use
recorded in this study is consistent with Prokop’s (1989) findings where students
reported this strategy as being the second most useful learning strategy, preceded only
by inferencing from context.
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4.1.5.2

Contextualising in Situations

Using the following two items, it was investigated whether students imagined a
situation in which a new item of vocabulary could be used:

Q22

I try to imagine a situation in which a new word might be used (Irish)

057

I try to imagine a situation in which a new word might be used (French/
German)

Similar to the previous memory strategy the test once again indicated that the
Spearman coiTelation (r = 0. 440) is significant (p=0.044) with a strong association
between deployment of this strategy in Irish and the FL.

Figure 4.13

Contextualising in Situations
Q57 Contextualising in Situations (FL)
Never

Q22

Not

Sometimes

Usually Always Total

usually

Contextualising Never

8.6%

5.6%

2.1%

2.8%

.5%

19.6%

in Situations

Not

4.7%

9.3%

6.1%

3.7%

.5%

24.2%

(Irish)

usually
Sometimes 2.8%

7.0%

14.7%

5.6%

1.4%

31.5%

Usually

.7%

2.3%

6.1%

9.3%

1.6%

20.0%

Always

.7%

.2%

.9%

1.9%

.9%

4.7%

29.8%

23.3%

4.9%

100.0%

Total

17.5% 24.5%

(n=438)
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Once again frequency patterns exhibited with regard to this strategy are almost
identical. 19.6% reported 'never' using this strategy to remember FL vocabulary with
17.5% reporting the same with regard to Irish vocabulary. There is no marked
difference on the positive end of the scale either, with 23.3% 'usually' and 4.9%
'always' deploying this strategy in the FL and 20.0% 'usually' and 4.7% 'always'
deploying it in Irish. There is no evidence of any marked overall differences between
both languages, clearly suggesting that some element of transfer is taking place
between Irish and the FL.

4.1.5.3

Rhymes

The third memory strategy examined was that of using rhymes to remember
vocabulary items.

Q23

I use rhymes to help me remember Irish words.

Q58

I use rhymes to help me remember French/German words.

The test showed that the if students are using rhymes in L2, it will correspond
with use of rhymes in L3. The Speamian correlation (r = 0. 433) is signifieant
(p=0.044) and there is a strong association between the two variables.
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Figure 4.14

Rhymes
Q58 Rhymes (FL)

Never

Not

Sometimes

Usually Always Total

usually

Q23
Rhymes

Never

35.2%

11.0%

3.3%

2.3%

1.2%

52.9%

(Irish)

Not

5.4%

9.8%

3.7%

2.1%

.5%

21.4%

Sometimes

2.3%

3.7%

7.0%

1.9%

.7%

15.6%

Usually

2.3%

1.4%

1.4%

1.9%

.5%

7.5%

Always

.9%

.7%

.5%

.5%

2.6%

46.2%

26.6%

15.9%

3.3%

100.0%

usually

Total

8.2%

(n=438)

This strategy is the least popular of the memory strategies with approximately
half of all students 'never' deploying it in either language. Figures for the respondents
who claim to 'never' or 'not usually' deploy this strategy are high; 46.2% and 26.6%
respectively for the FL and 52.9% and 21.4% for Irish. Similarly, only 3.3% 'always'
use this with regard to FL vocabulary items and 2.6% with regard to Irish. Once again
differences between frequencies of deployment in both languages are so minimal as to
prevent comparisons.

4.1.5.4

Repetition After Correction

I'he final strategy examined in this category was that of repeating a word or sentence
after receiving correction.
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Q38

When people correct me I repeat the sentence or word immediately
(Irish)

Q73

When people correct me I repeat the sentence or word immediately (FL)

The test showed that the Spearman correlation (r = 0. 619) is significant
(p=0.039) and that there is a very strong association between the two variables. This
is the most positive correlation between the two languages within the category of
memory strategies. This strategy is used to facilitate memory in both languages to an
equal extent.
Figure 4.15

Repetition After Correction
Q73 Repetition After Correction (FL)
Never

Q38

Not

Sometimes

Usually Always Total

usually

Repetition

Never

7.0%

2.1%

1.6%

1.2%

1.2%

13.1%

After

Not

2.8%

6.8%

3.3%

2.6%

.5%

15.9%

Correction

usually

(Irish)

Sometimes

.9%

2.3%

10.1%

4.7%

.7%

18.7%

Usually

1.4%

1.2%

6.3%

17.7%

8.7%

34.7%

Always

1.4%

.2%

4.9%

11.0%

17.6%

21.5%

30.4%

22.0%

100.0%

Total

13.6%

12.4%

(n=438)

The table indicates quite an even distribution across all categories in both
languages. Figures for the respondents who claim to 'never' or 'not usually' deploy this
strategy are 13.6% and 12.4% respectively for the FL and 13.1% and 15.9% for Irish.
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Similarly, 30.4% and 22.0% report 'always' or ‘usually’ using this with regard to FL
voeabulary items with respectively 34.7% and 17.6% reporting the same with regard
to Irish. No marked differences in deployment between the two languages are
observable. In the qualitative research, Student A reports that this is a memory
strategy which she deploys successfully claiming that on correction 'you know then
you've made a mistake and they tell you and you won't forget it.'

4.1.5.5

Discussion of Memory Strategies

Test results from this categoi7 of memory strategies firmly establish that students are
deploying the same strategies in Irish and the FL in order to aid memory. There is a
strong positive correlation between all strategies tested and the tables for both
languages display extreme similarities, which leads to the suggestion that all strategies
in this category are being transferred from Irish to the FL. The strongest correlation
related to the strategy of repetition after correction, also one of the most widely-used
of all strategies.

4.1.6

Metacognitive Strategy

One metacognitive strategy was examined. Other strategies relating to metacognition
are, however, included in the out-of-class category.

4.1.6.1

Reflecting on Learning

Using the following two items the questionnaire examined the metacognitive strategy
of reflecting on the learning process:
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Q39

After Irish class I think about what I’ve learned

Q74

After French/German class I think about what I’ve learned

The Speannan correlation (r == 0.485) is significant (p=0.040) and a strong
association between the two variables is evident. Thus if students are reflecting on
learning in L2, it is probable that they are deploying this strategy to the same extent in
L3.
Figure 4.16

Reflecting on Learning
Q74 Reflecting on Learning (FL)
Never

Q39

Not

Sometimes

Usually Always Total

usually

Reflecting

Never

12.7% 8.5%

5.4%

1.2%

.5%

28.3%

on

Not

6.4%

11.6%

8.7%

1.9%

.7%

29.2%

Learning

usually

(Irish)

Sometimes

1.7%

5.0%

11.6%

7.8%

.5%

26.4%

3.5%

2.8%

5.4%

1.2%

13.0%

.9%

.7%

3.1%

17.2%

3.5%

100.0%

Usually
Always
Total

.5%

.9%

21.2% 29.5%

28.5%

(n=438)

Respectively 28.3% and 29.2% 'never' or 'not usually' think about what they’ve
learned after Irish class. Only 3.1% claim to 'always' reflect on their learning. Results
are very similar for the FL. Respectively 21.2% and 29.5% 'never' or 'not usually'
reflect with 3.5% claiming to 'always' reflect back on the learning process. No
significant overall differences in deployment are apparent from the table.
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4.1.6.2

Discussion of Metacognitive Strategy

The metacognitive strategy examined in the questionnaire is being deployed to an
equal extent in the learning of Irish and the FL. The test result yields a strong positive
correlation and the tables for both languages display close similarities. It is likely that
the metalinguistic strategy is being transferred from Irish to the FL, but no conclusive
evidence supports this theory as other plausible explanations might be crucial with
regard to this strategy, such as a reflective personality-type.

4.1.7

Out-of-class Strategies

Five out-of-class strategies as detailed in Chapter 3, Section 3.7.3.2.2.1.5 were
investigated.

4.1.7.1

Planning Activities

The following statements were used to extract data relating to planning activities to
use a language outside of the classroom.

Q6
Q41

plan activities to use Irish outside of a classroom situation
1 plan activities to use French/German outside of a classroom situation

The test showed that the Spearman correlation (r = 0.214) is significant
(p=0.048) indicating an association between the two variables. Contrary to
expectations it appears that students are equally likely to plan an out-of-class activity
in French/German as in Irish, despite the fact that the status of Irish as an official
national language and the existence of Irish speaking communities would facilitate
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out-of-class activities in Irish more so than French/German which is a foreign
language in all Irish contexts.
Figure 4.17

Planning Activities
Q41 Planning Activities (FL)
Never

Not

Sometimes

Usually Always Total

usually

Q6
Planning

Never

32.6%

10.2%

5.3%

3.0%

1.2%

52.3%

Activities

Not

8.6%

9.1%

4.0%

1.2%

.7%

23.5%

(Irish)

usually
Sometimes 6.7%

4.0%

4.2%

.5%

.7%

16.0%

Usually

2.1%

1.9%

1.6%

.2%

.5%

6.3%

Always

.7%

.5%

.75%

50.7% 25.6%

Total

15.8%

1.9%
4.9%

3.0%

100.0%

(n=438)

This is not a widely used strategy in the learning of either Irish or the FL.
Figures for those who 'never' plan activities in Irish (52.3%) are similar to those
obtained in relation to the FL (50.7%). Similarly, students who ‘usually’ or 'always'
plan activities in Irish, (6.3% and 1.9% respectively) would appear to deploy this same
strategy to their learning of the FL where 4.9% claimed to use it often and 3.0% use it
'always'. An overall trend indicating a higher frequency of deployment in one
language over another is not apparent.
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4.1.7.2

Accessing Internet Sites

The second set of variables examined were those relating to Internet use. The
following items represent this strategy:

Q8

I log onto Irish language sites on the Internet

Q43

I log onto French/German language sites on the Internet

With regard to this strategy the Spearman correlation (r = 0.093) is
insignificant (p=0.058) indicating no statistical association between the two variables.
This is the first negative result and we can conclude that if students are accessing Irish
sites on the Internet it is not necessarily the case that they also access FL sites. There
is no significant evidence of transfer with regard to this strategy.
Figure 4.18

Accessing Internet Sites
Q43 Internet (FL)
Never

Q8 Internet
(Irish)

Not

Sometimes

Usually Always Total

usually
Never

74.0%

10.5%

4.9%

89.3%

Not

5.3%

.9%

1.6%

7.9%

Sometimes 2.3%

.2%

.2%

2.8%

11.6%

6.7%

100.0%

usually

Usually
Always
Total

81.6%

(n=438)
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Similar patterns between the two languages are, however, observable from the
table. This was the least popular of all strategies investigated in the questionnaire.
None of the respondents reported logging on to Internet sites in either language
'usually' or 'always'. 89.3% 'never' log on to Irish language sites. The number is
slightly less in the case of FL sites (81.6%). Similarly, only 2.8% log on to Irish
language sites ‘sometimes’, compared with over double that number (6.7%) accessing
FL sites, allowing us to conclude that students are more likely to log on to FL Internet
sites than Irish language sites. This raises questions about the quantity and quality of
Irish language sites on the Internet. An explanatory factor may be that Irish sites
would have an English translation, whereas this may not necessarily be the case on FL
sites, thereby forcing students to access data in the FL.

4.1.7.3

TV

The next pair of out-of-class activities examined were those relating to TV
programmes:

Q9
Q44

enjoy watching Irish programmes on TV
I enjoy watching French/German programmes on TV

A positive, although weak association, between the two variables is indicated
from the statistical test. The Spearman correlation (r = 0.104) is significant (p=0.049).
Thus if students watch TV in Irish they are also likely to watch FL TV programmes.
This would not concur with expectations as it was believed that the existence of a
dedicated Irish language TV station and the corresponding lack of easy access to FL
TV would result in marked differences between these variables.
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Figure 4.19

TV
Q44 TV(FL)
Never

Q9 TV

Not

Sometimes

Usually Always Total

1.2%

usually

(Irish)

Never

13.0% 6.0%

2.1%

Not

1.2%

9.5%

5.3%

Sometimes

15.3%

7.7%

9.0%

Usually

4.9%

2.8%

Always

3.0%

.7%

.9%

23.2%

1.2%

23.2%

2.6%

1.2%

35.7%

2.65%

.7%

.2%

11.1%

1.2%

.9%

.9%

6.7%

20.2%

5.3%

4.4%

100.0%

usually

Total

43.4% 26.7%

(n=438)

Although the statistical test result indicates an overall positive association
between deployment of this strategy in Irish and the FL, some individual differences
are observable from the table. Considerably more of the respondents claim that they
'never' (43.4%) or 'not usually' (26.7%) enjoy watching FL programmes on TV,
compared with 23.2% in both categories for Irish language TV. On the positive end
of the scale, 6.7% report 'always' watching Irish TV, compared with only 4.4% who
'always' watch FL programmes. As stated above, the limited availability of FL
programmes in Ireland compared with the widespread availability of a dedicated Irish
language TV station probably accounts for findings with regard to these variables.
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4.1.7.4

Communication

Information regarding frequency of out-of-class communication in L2 and L3 was
sought after. This is believed to be a particularly important out-of-class strategy.
Stem (1975) and Naiman et al (1978) both present the good learner as sociable and
communicative and Wong Filmore (1979) furthermore emphasises the need for the
learner to engage in conversations and make the most of what they have in this type of
context.

QIO

I communicate in Irish outside of the classroom.

Q45

I communicate in French/Gemian outside of the classroom

The test result indicated once again that the Speamian correlation (r = 0.195) is
significant (p-0.047) although weak. Similar to expectations in other out-of-class
strategies, it was hypothesised that easy access to communication in Irish, particularly
for those students in the Gaeltacht areas would result in marked differences between
frequency in this language and the FL, always in a foreign context for Irish students.
A positive correlation, however, indicates that, in general, if students are likely to
engage in out-of-class communication in Irish, they are likely to engage in
communication in the FL to a similar extent.
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Figure 4.20

Communication
Q45 Communication (FL)
Never

Not

Sometimes

Usually Always Total

usually

QIO
Communication Never

20.5% 8.4%

5.1%

.9%

.2%

35.2%

(Irish)

8.2%

8.2%

4.9%

1.9%

.2%

23.3%

Sometimes

11.0% 5.4%

9.1%

2.6%

.2%

28.2%

Usually

3.7%

1.9%

3.0%

1.4%

Always

1.6%

.9%

.7%

Not
usually

45.0% 24.7%

Total

22.8%

10.0%
3.3%

6.8%

.7%

100.0%

(n=438)

35.2% 'never' eommunieate in Irish outside the elassroom, whereas 45.0%
reported 'never' communicating in the FL. This was consistent with the expectation
that students would have more opportunities to speak Irish than the FL. Positive
results were also consistent with expectations as 13.3% reported 'always' or 'usually'
communicating Irish outside of class compared with only 7.5% in the FL. This is not
a widely-deployed strategy.

4.1.7.5

Reading

The final item in this strategy category investigated students reading patterns outside
of class. The following statements were used to extract data with regard to this
strategy:
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Qll

I read articles and magazines in Irish outside of class

Q46

I read articles and magazines in French/German outside of class

Once again students are equally likely to engage in out-of-class reading
activities in both languages. The test showed that the Spearman correlation (r =
0.219) is significant (p = 0.048) thus indicating an association between the two
variables.
Figure 4.21

Reading
Q46 Reading (FL)

Never
Qll

Not

Sometimes

Usually Always Total

usually

Reading

Never

21.7% 4.0%

4.9%

1.2%

.9%

32.7%

(Irish)

Not

11.4% 8.6%

4.0%

.9%

.2%

25.2%

usually
Sometimes 7.9%

6.1%

9.1%

2.3%

.2%

IS.T/o

Usually

4.4%

2.6%

2.3%

.5%

.2%

10.0%

Always

2.3%

2.3%

1.2%

.5%

21.5%

5.4%

47.9% 23.6%

Total

6.3%
1.6%

100.0%

(n=438)

Similarly to other strategies in this out-of-class category, the frequency of
dcDloyment is very low. Differences in patterns of deployment between the two
larguages are apparent from the table, although the test result clearly indicates an
overall positive correlation between the two variables. 47.9% report 'never' reading
FL articles compared to 32.7% who 'never' read Irish articles. Similarly, a total of
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16.3% report 'usually' or 'always' reading in the Irish language, compared with less
than half that amount (7%) 'usually' or 'always' reading FL texts. This is consistent
with expectations, as it must be stressed that limited access to FL reading texts may
account for minor differences in strategy patterns with regard to these variables.

4.1.7.6

Discussion of Out-of-class Strategies

In this category of out-of-class strategies, there is a positive correlation between all
strategies tested with the exception of Internet site access and the tables for both
languages display similarities. Bialystok (1981) classifies functional practice,
corresponding to out-of-class activities as a strategy deployed consciously by learners.
Her investigation of the role of functional practice in contributing to second language
proficiency indicates improved performance on a range of tasks accomplished by
learners.

Since out-of-class strategies are believed to be predominantly conscious
strategies, in this category in particular, transfer from Irish to the FL would appear to
be the most plausible explanation for similarities in frequency patterns. Generally,
students must consciously and actively seek out opportunities to engage in out-of
class activities in the FL. This reduces the possibility that such deployment is solely
related to more internalised factors such as personality-type or learning style.

4.1.8

Socio-Affective Strategies

The final set of strategies examined were socio-affective strategies, as detailed in
Chapter 2, Section 3.7.3.2.2.1.6.
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4.1.8.1

Questioning a Teacher

Using the two items below the questionnaire investigated the socio-affective strategy
of asking the teacher if an item of vocabulary was unfamiliar to them. Although not
stated in the questionnaire, this was assumed to include vocabulary for productive and
comprehension purposes.
Q14

If I don’t know a word I ask the teacher for the meaning (Irish)

Q49

If I don’t know a word I ask the teacher for the meaning (FL)

The test showed that students likely to question a teacher for a vocabulary item
in Irish were also likely to question a teacher in the FL classroom. The Speannan
con'elation (r = 0.435) is significant (p=0.046), indicating a strong association
between the two variables.
Figure 4.22

Questioning a Teacher
Q49 Questioning a Teacher (FL)
Never Not

Sometimes

Usually Always Total

.5%

2.1%

.7%

.2%

3.5%

.9%

3.7%

3.7%

3.5%

2.1%

13.9%

Sometimes

1.6%

3.7%

14.1%

13.9%

1.4%

34.6%

Usually

1.2%

.9%

4.4%

18.0%

8.3%

32.8%

Always

1.4%

.2%

.9%

3.2%

9.5%

15.2%

5.1%

9.0%

25.2%

39.3%

21.5%

100.0%

Q14

usually

Questioning

Never

a Teacher

Not

(Irish)

usually

Total
(n=438)
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Figures in all categories across the two languages are quite similar; only 5.1%
and 9.0% 'never' or 'not usually' deploy this socio-affective strategy with regard to the
FL. Just over a fifth (21.5%) claim to 'always' use it. Results are similar for the Irish
language. 3.5% and 13.9% 'never' or 'not usually' ask their Irish teacher to explain an
item of vocabulary with 15.2% claiming to 'always' use this strategy. No overall trend
indicating a higher rate of deployment in either language is apparent. This, together
with the test result leads to the conclusion that this strategy is deployed similarly in
both the Irish and FL classrooms.

4.1.8.2

Questioning a Peer

Students were then asked whether they ask another student if an item of vocabulary is
unfamiliar to them.

Q15

If 1 don’t know a word I ask another student for the meaning (Irish)

Q50

If I don’t know a word I ask another student for the meaning (FL)

A strong association between the two variables is evident from the statistical
test result. The Speamian correlation (r = 0. 420) is significant (p=0.044). This
clearly indicates that students are using a similar pattern of deployment of this strategy
in Irish and the FL.
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Figure 4.23

Questioning a Peer
Q50 Questioning a Peer (FL)

Never Not

Sometimes

Usually Always Total

usually

Q15
Questioning

Never

1.2%

.2%

1.4%

.5%

a Peer

Not

1.2%

4.4%

4.9%

1.9%

.5%

12.8%

(Irish)

usually
Sometimes

.7%

4.7%

17.7%

12.6%

4.2%

39.9%

Usually

1.9%

1.6%

7.5%

20.0%

4.0%

35.0%

Alw^ays

.2%

.2%

1.6%

1.4%

5.6%

9.1%

5.1%

11.2%

33.1%

36.4%

14.2%

100.0%

Total

3.3%

(11=438)

Only 3.3% of students reported 'never' using this strategy with regard to FL
vocabulary similar to 5.1% who 'never' use it for Irish vocabulary. There is no marked
difference in the responses with 36.4% 'usually' and 14.2% 'always' deploying this
strategy in the FL, compared with 35.0% 'usually' and 9.1% 'always' deploying it in
Irish.

Similar to the last strategy investigated of asking a teacher for clarification,
deployment of this strategy may be closely connected with personality-type and
learning style. Although we can speculate on transfer from L2 to L3, it is likely that
other factors also form a significant part of the equation.
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4.1.8.3

Participating in Discussions

The third socio-affective strategy examined was that of taking part in group
discussions, a crucial element of a language classroom, although it was not considered
significant to state in the questionnaire whether these discussions took place within or
outside of the language classroom. The following statements were used to extract
data with regard to this strategy:

Q36

1 participate actively in group discussions.

(Irish)

Q71

I participate actively in group discussions.

(FL)

The test showed that the Speamian correlation (r = 0. 410) is significant
(p=0.045) indicating a strong association between deployment of this strategy in both
Irish and the FL. This is consonant with expectations as it was believed that, similar
to other socio-affective strategies, this was very much a personality-related strategy.
If students were likely to engage in discussion in Irish they would be equally likely to
participate in a FL discussion, despite different levels of proficiency. Oxford (1994)
notes, however, that this reflects more than learner personality and is used as a
conscious strategy in language learning by many naturally inhibited learners, who
combat inhibition by putting themselves in situations where they have to participate
communicatively. This theory points to the potential for transfer to occur between L2
and L3.
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Figure 4.24

Participating in Discussions
Q71 Participation in Discussions (FL)
Never

Q36

Not

Sometimes

Usually Always Total

usually

Participation Never

10.3% 4.2%

5.2%

2.1%

1.4%

23.2%

in

Not

3.5%

8.9%

3.1%

4.7%

.5%

IQ.lVo

Discussions

usually

(Irish)

Sometimes

1.4%

5.9%

10.6%

6.1%

.2%

24.2%

Usually

1.4%

3.3%

7.5%

8.2%

2.3%

22.8%

Always

.2%

1.4%

2.6%

2.6%

2.3%

9.2%

28.9%

23.7%

6.8%

100.0%

Total

16.9% 23.7%

(n=438)

Figures observed from the tables also confirm the test result that there is a
positive correlation between this strategy with regard to Irish and the FL. 16.9% and
23.7%, respectively, for the FL and 23.2% and 20.7% for Irish, 'never' or 'not usually'
participate in group discussions. Similarly, 6.8% 'always' use this strategy with regard
to group discussions in the FL and 9.2% with regard to Irish.

4.1.8.4

Seeking Correction

Finally the socio-affective strategy of asking for correction was examined.

Q37

I ask people to coiTect me if I make a mistake (Irish)

Q72

I ask people to correct me if I make a mistake (FL)
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The test showed that the Spearman correlation (r = 0. 591) is significant
(p=0.038) and that there is a strong association between the two variables. This is the
strongest correlation in the category of socio-affective strategies and indicates that, in
general, if students seek correction in Irish they are very likely to do the same with
regard to the FL. Once again, it must be underlined that it would be over
simplification to conclude that this is merely a transfer of strategy L2 to L3 as
personality-related factors must also be taken into account.
Figure 4.25

Seeking Correction
Q72 Seeking Correction (FL)
Never

Q37

Not

Sometimes

Usually Always Total

usually

Seeking

Never

7.8%

4.9%

3.3%

.9%

1.2%

18.1%

Correction

Not

2.4%

9.4%

5.4%

3.5%

1.4%

22.1%

(Irish)

usually
Sometimes

1.9%

1.9%

11.3%

4.0%

.7%

19.8%

Usually

1.9%

.5%

6.4%

12.5%

5.6%

26.8%

Always

.2%

.7%

.5%

4.5%

7.3%

13.2%

14.1%

17.4%

26.8%

25.4%

16.2%

100.0%

Total
(n=438)

Figures for the respondents who claim to 'never' or 'not usually' deploy this
strategy are 14.1% and 17.4%, respectively, for the FL and 18.1% and 22.19% for
Irish. Similarly, 16.2% 'always' use this with regard to FL vocabulary items and
13.2% 'always' use it with regard to Irish.
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4.1.8.5

Discussion of Socio-Affective Strategies

Congruent with results in other categories, with regard to socio-affective strategies, it
appears that students are using a very similar approach in their learning of Irish and
the FL. There is a strong positive correlation between all strategies tested and the
tables for both languages display close similarities. The strongest correlation related
to that of asking for correction. As stated above, socio-affective strategies must be
closely associated with personality-type factors. Ehrmann (1990) used the MyersBrigg Indicator to measure overall personality type and concluded that each
personality trait is associated with 'assets' and 'liabilities' with regard to the language
learning process. 'Extroverts', therefore, exhibit a willingness to take risks (an asset)
but are very dependent on outside stimulation and social interaction (a liability).
Ehrmann (1990) also reports that extroverts report greater use of affective strategies.
Previous research studies have also indicated correlations between extroversion and
deployment of social strategies (Oxford & Ehrmann, 1995). These findings from the
literature indicate that transfer alone cannot account for similar patterns of deployment
between L2 and L3. Judging by the close similarities between results, however, it is
likely that some degree of transfer is taking place, which may be impossible to
measure.

4.1.9

Analysis of Strategy Transfer

As expected similarities in patterns in deployment are evident between both Irish and
the FL in all strategy categories examined. This provides clear evidence for the fact
that students are approaching the learning of Irish and the FL in a very similar manner.
While it is highly likely that students are directly transferring some or most of these
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strategies from the L2 learning process to the L3 learning process, other factors must
be taken into account, in particular learning style and personality-type.

Students interviewed in the qualitative research process demonstrated an
awareness of Irish as a potential for positive or negative transfer. Student A claims
that Irish has been of no help in her learning of French claiming that it is 'too different'
and reports 'always' referring back to English. She does, however, report two-way
'interference' between Irish and French, as does Student C. Student B also claims to
view Irish differently, claiming that 'it's maybe because I'm Irish and I like the idea of
a foreign language’. She also claims 'I didn't feel it (was) any use to me'. She never
makes comparisons with Irish and her FLs but reports transfer between French and
Gemian 'alot of the time'. Interestingly enough, this concurs with Hammarberg's
(2001) theory that the most decisive factor in favouring the L2, as an external supplier
in his study of polyglot Sara Williams is the fact that, like the L3 it was a FL, despite
the fact that English (LI) was typologically closer to Swedish, the L3 in his study.
Student C however believes Irish has been useful to her in learning French, as she
learned it 'in the same way. In Irish it was drilled into me to learn my grammar and
my verbs. It was kind of the same way I learned French. I found if I knew my verbs it
was a great way of being able to speak it.' Similarly, when questioned as to exactly
where the transfer occurs. Student D cites Irish (L3 in his case, as he is an EnglishGerman bilingual) as a source of transfer to L4 (French). He observes that it is ‘the
methodology (...) of learning grammar, not necessarily the grammar itself ..just the
ways in which you approach it’. This underlines the significant role that strategy
deployment plays in transfer.
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It must be noted that it is likely that a significant proportion of transfer occurs
on a subconscious level and therefore the true extent of this may be difficult to assess.
Student D explains ‘you make those switches in and out without thinking, in a split
second’.

The most salient conclusion that can be reached from the above results is that,
since students are using the same mentalistic processes in their learning of both Irish
and the FL, a cross-curricular approach between both can only facilitate the learning
process. Teachers and learners alike can exploit these similarities in the learning
process by drawing parallels between both languages and in particular drawing on
previously acquired linguistic and metalinguistic knowledge from Irish as an L2 and
the FL as an L3/L4.
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4.2

Comparison of Strategy Deployment in Irish and the FL: Students at

Gaelcholdisti

4.2.1

Introduction

The same variables were examined in the context of data gathered from students
attending Gaelcholdisti to see if this yielded differences to the overall results. Errasti
(2001) concludes that using the minority language (Basque in the case of his study) in
the educational context and the social context has a positive effect on TLA. As
discussed in Chapter 2, Sections 2.2.8.2 and 2.2.8.3, research indicates that in order
for learners to profit from the bilingual situation, a high level of proficiency must be
reached in both languages (Cummins, 1979). Furthermore, the social status of the
languages also plays a significant role (Lambert 1977). Due to the considerably
increased proficiency which must be a product of education at a Gaelcholdiste, where
Irish is the medium of all communication, as well as the higher prestige in which the
language must inevitably be held in these institutions, it was expected that students in
this focus group would exhibit considerably different strategies to those evidenced in
the global analysis above. In a similar study, 6 Laoire (2001) compares balanced
English-Irish bilinguals and English-dominant bilinguals and concludes that the
balanced bilinguals deploy general learning strategies more frequently than their Lldominated counterparts. It was expected that variation in deployment would be most
prevalent in the case of out-of-class strategies as students would have access to a
wider range of materials and situations and also would have a higher level of Irish,
thus engaging in out-of-class activities with more ease.
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Stem (1975) lists the empathetic strategy of'a tolerant and outgoing approach
to the target language and its speakers as being a key feature of the good learner's
strategy deployment. Similarly, Oxford (1994) reported that negative attitudes and
beliefs often caused poor strategy use or lack of orchestration of strategies.

Students at Gaelcholdisti are more likely to have positive attitudes and beliefs
towards the Irish language and this may also reflect on differences in strategy
deployment. Djigunovic (2001) investigates Croatian learners of ESL and concludes
that affective motivation correlates significantly with all strategy types, thereby
indicating that the more learners liked English as a language, the more they were
willing to use different ways of learning it. Evidence of varying attitudes towards
Irish appeared in the qualitative research and these appeared to be linked with
proficiency. Student B, an LI-dominated bilingual claims to have hated Irish up to
Junior Certificate. The reasons she provides were that 'it's not used internationally,
like French or German', and she knew she would not be using it when she came to
college. Similarly, Student D, an English-German bilingual claims that his Irish is
‘pretty poor’. He accounts for this with the opinion that ‘Irish is our native language
but it’s not a language we can use.. .1 would prefer to learn a European language
instead because that would benefit me more’.

In contrast. Student C who perceived herself as being good at Irish and would
have liked to continue with Irish in college claims that Irish is 'not really useful but it's
a nice to thing to have...part of your heritage'. Thus in the present study differences in
attitude are observable which seem to influence proficiency. It should follow that
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students at Gaelcholdisti because of increased proficiency and more favourable
attitudes to Irish exhibit different strategy patterns.

4.2.2

Research Method

Representative Strategies
As it was considered superfluous to correlate all strategies in this category, one
strategy was chosen from each strategy-group that was considered to be the most
representative of that strategy category. The following strategies were selected for the
purposes of this focus study:

Cognitive Strategy:
Q13

If 1 don’t know a word 1 think about other rules of the language to help
me figure out the meaning (Irish)

Q48

If 1 don’t know a word I think about other rules of the language to help
me figure out the meaning (FL)

Compensatory Strategy
Q16

If 1 don’t know a word I check the meaning in the dictionary (Irish)

Q51

If I don’t know a word I check the meaning in the dictionary (FL)

Memory Strategy
Q57

I try and imagine a situation in which a new word might be used (Irish)
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Q22

I try and imagine a situation in which a new word might be used (FL)

Metacognitive Strategy
Q39

After Irish class I think about what I’ve learned

Q74

After French/German class I think about what I’ve learned

Out-of-class Strategy
Q6

I plan to use Irish outside of class

Q41

I plan to use French/German outside of class

Socio-Affective Strategy
036

I participate actively in group discussions (Irish)

Q71

I participate actively in group discussions (FL)

Thus only the above representative strategies for each category were used and once
again, a Speannan correlation coefficient was sought in order to measure the
significance of the association between the two variables, i.e. responses provided for
Irish and the FL.

4.2.3

Cognitive Strategies

4.2.3.1 Linguistic Inferencing
The set of variables examined in this representative category related to problem
solving in the languages by applying other 'rules' of the language. A wealth of
research exists with regard to this cognitive strategy. Slobin (1968) observes that
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bilinguals are better at discovering meaning from unknown words. Nayak et al (1990)
conclude that 'multilingual subjects perfonned better than did monolingual subjects on
the syntax task, which is most likely a reflection of their experience with language and
their willingness and ability to search for rules' (1990: 241). They also noted that
multilingual subjects used a variety of different strategies with regard to rulediscovery. Similarly, Meijers (1990) concludes that bilinguals derive more benefit
from context than monolinguals and attributes this to metalinguistic awareness.
Thomas (1992) reports that bilinguals display advanced cognitive skills and indicate
higher competencies in analysing language as an object. Rahimpour (2002) concurs
with this claiming that since bilinguals have already learned the mechanisms of the
second language learning, consequently they also profit more from the similarities in
the cognates and use previous language knowledge in an efficient way while learning
L3. Chan Yin Fung (2001) concludes that L3 learners have developed their own ideas
on how grammar functions universally.
The following items ot the questionnaire were thus correlated in order to
establish whether there was an association between deployment of cognitive strategies
in Irish and the FL, in the case of students at Gaelcholdisd:

Q13

If 1 don’t know a word I think about other rules of the language to help
me figure out the meaning

Q48

If I don’t know a word I think about other rules of the language to help
me figure out the meaning

The statistical test indicates that the Spearman correlation (r = 0.256) is
insignificant (p=0.124) with no positive correlation between the two variables. (A
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significance level of 0.05 was employed and, therefore, as the p-value is greater than
0.05 the test result if deemed insignificant.) Thus there is statistically no association
between Gaelcholdisti students' deployment of this strategy in their learning of Irish
and the FL. It can be concluded that they are approaching the learning of the FL in a
cognitively different way to their learning of Irish.

Only 9.2% of learners reported 'never' using this strategy in relation to the FL
with the same number (9.2%) choosing the option of'not usually'. The figures are
higher in the case of Irish. 9.2% 'never' deploy this strategy with almost a quarter
(24.6%) 'not usually' deploying it. 35.4% and 13.8%, respectively, reported resorting
to this strategy 'usually' and 'always' with regard to the FL. Again, surprisingly,
students seem less likely to use the strategy in Irish and respectively 29.2% and 4.6%
claimed they used the strategy 'usually' or 'always'. A similar pattern was observed
from the global analysis although differences were not as marked as in the current
focus group. It was believed that the influence of third level students who were
reporting retrospectively on their learning of Irish may have accounted for the lower
frequency of deployment in this cognitive strategy. Due to the fact that all the
students in this focus group are, however, at second level and reporting on their
current level of Irish and the FL this explanation cannot be acceptable in this case. As
discussed previously it may be related to differences between the teaching of Irish and
the FL, which could result in students being more familiar with the rules of the FL. A
mere plausible explanation may be that students at Gaelcholdisti may be less familiar
wi;h the rules of Irish than with those of the FL having acquired the former in a
naiural acquisitional context. (All but nine of the sixty-six students in the
Gaelcholdisti category were attending schools within Gaeltacht areas.)
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4.2.4

Compensatory Strategy

4.2.4.1

Dictionary Usage

The second representative strategy examined was that of dictionary usage.

Q16

If I don’t know a word I check the meaning in a dictionary (Irish)

Q51

If I don’t know a word I check the meaning in a dictionary (FL)

The test showed that the Spearman correlation (r = 0.554) is insignificant
(p=0.102) and, therefore, indicates that there is once again no association between
patterns in students' dictionary usage with regard to Irish and the FL.

Only 3.0% and 7.6% of students at Gaelcholciist'i 'never' or 'not usually' deploy
this memory strategy with regard to Irish. 28.8% claim to 'always' use it. Results are
similar for the FL although the statistical test result is deemed conclusive. 3.0% and
6.1%, respectively, 'never' or 'not usually' deploy this strategy with 36.4% claiming to
'always' refer to a dictionary to explain an item of vocabulary.

4.2.5

Memory Strategies

4.2.5.1

Contextualising in Situations

Students were then asked whether they imagined a situation in which a new item of
vocabulary could be used.

Q22

I try to imagine a situation in which a new word might be used (Irish)
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Q57

I try to imagine a situation in which a new word might be used (FL)

The test showed that the Spearman correlation (r = 0.507) is again
insignificant (p=0.100) and there is, therefore, no statistical association between
students’ deployment of this strategy in Irish and the FL. With regard to Irish 15.4%
and 27.7% 'never' or 'not usually' deploy this strategy with 6.2% claiming to 'always'
use it. In the case of the FL, 18.5% and 23.1% 'never' or 'not usually' deploy this
memory strategy. Only 3.1% claim to 'always' use it. It appears to be less frequently
deployed in the learning of the FL. This is consonant with expectations that, due to
the fact that Irish is the medium of all communication at the Gaelcholdisti, students
would be likely to contextualise a new item of vocabulary. This strategy does not,
however, appear to be transferred to any great degree to the FL learning process.

4.2.6

Metacognitive Strategy

4.2.6.1

Retlecting on Learning

The representative metacognitive strategy investigated was that of reflecting on the
learning process.

Q39

After Irish class I think about what I’ve learned

Q74

After French/German class I think about what I’ve learned

Similar to previous results in this focus study, there is no association evident
between the two variables. Frequency of deployment by students in their learning of
Irish does not correspond with that of the FL. The Spearman correlation (r = 0.424) is
insignificant (p=0.113), as once again the p-value is greater than 0.05.
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25.8% and 34.8% of learners 'never' or 'not usually' think about what they’ve
learned after Irish class. None of the students claim to 'always' reflect on his/her
learning. Results for the FL indicate that 18.2% and 37.9%, respectively, 'never' or
'not usually' reflect, with 3.0% claiming to 'always' reflect back on the learning
process. These figures indicate that students appear to be slightly more likely to
reflect on their learning of the FL rather than their learning of Irish. This differs from
the global analysis in where no difference was observed between deployment of this
strategy in both languages. Therefore, the fact that students in this focus study are in
Gaelcholciisti is likely to be an influencing factor in the fact that they reflect more on
the FL learning process. This is consistent with findings from studies by Nation and
McLaughlin (1986) and Nayak et al, (1990), which indicate that bilinguals reflect
more on their language use and usage, e.g. they compare their language systems.
Thomas (1988), Lasagabaster (1997) and Jessner (1999) also concluded that
metalinguistic awareness correlates positively with bilingualism.

4.2.7

Out-of-class Strategies

4.2.7.1 Planning Activities
The variables examined in this category were those relating to planning activities to
use a language outside of the classroom.

Q6

I plan activities to use Irish outside of a classroom situation

Q41

I plan activities to use French/German outside of a classroom situation
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The test indicated that there is no association between the two variables. The
Spearman correlation (r = 0.77) is insignificant (p=0.125). This was concurrent with
expectations as it was believed that, since 86% of the students in this focus study were
attending schools in Gaeltacht areas, access to activities in the Irish language would
be considerably greater than access to activities in the FL, thereby facilitating
exposure to meaningful language. Figures for those who 'never' plan activities in Irish
(35.4%) are less than those obtained in relation to the FL. (46.2%). Similarly students
who often or 'always' plan activities in Irish, (18.5% and 16.2% respectively) would
not appear to transfer this strategy to their learning of the FL where no student claimed
to use it often and only 3.1% use it 'always'. These frequencies with regard to Irish are
significantly higher than those achieved in the global analysis indicating that, as
expected, students at Gaelcholciist'i would engage in more out-of-class activities in the
Irish language. The lack of opportunity to transfer this strategy to the FL is the
obvious explanatory factor in this case. In his study of out-of-class strategies Pickard
(1996) concludes that the intrinsic interest value to the learner of the particular
materials chosen for use was the prime motivating factor for exploitation of material.
It is likely that students at Gaelcholdisti have a more intrinsic interest in the use of
Irish, as well as the cultural and heritage factors surrounding the Irish language, which
are most predominant in Gaeltacht areas, where the majority of our students in this
focus group reside. This may be an additional factor, which must be taken into
account when considering the higher frequency of deployment exhibited by students at
Gaelcholdisti and the lack of transfer of this increased deployment to the FL. It is
interesting to note that the English-German bilingual student (Student D) interviewed
did appear to transfer his confidence in engaging in out-of-class communication to his
L4 (French) and describes his strategies for this in some detail. Tf I hear French
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people on the street, first of all I will suss out if they are in a good mood (...) and if
they are 1 will go up and say a few words in French and (...) get a conversation started
from that angle, (as if) by pure coincidence.’ On the contrary, he reports never
seeking out opportunities to speak Irish, having earlier compared it to Latin as a
language he cannot use to any great extent. He suggests that this confidence is as a
result of being bilingual and explains this in terms of security: ‘being bilingual, you
already have one (additional language)., .and the security (of this).

4.2.8

Socio-Affective Strategies

4.2.8.1

Participation in Group Discussions

The socio-affective strategy investigated was that of taking part in group discussions.

Q36

1 participate actively in group discussions

(Irish)

Q71

I participate actively in group discussions

(FL)

The Speannan correlation (r = 0. 338) is once again insignificant (p=0.126)
and, therefore, it must be concluded that there is no association between the two
variables. Learners are thus exhibiting different patterns of deployment of this
strategy in Irish and the FL

16.2% and 18.5% for the FL and 13.8% and 10.8% for Irish 'never' or 'not
usually' participate in group discussions. Similarly, only 7.7% 'always' participate in
group discussions in the FL, compared with double that number (15.4%) reporting the
same with regard to Irish. There is a clear pattern evident here that students at
Gaelcholciisti are far more likely to participate in group discussions in Irish than in
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those in the FL. Furthennore, when compared with results obtained in the global
analysis, students at Gaelcholdisti appear twice as likely to participate in group
discussions. Their proficiency in Irish and the ensuing high levels of confidence are
the most plausible explanations for this higher frequency observable in Irish.
However, it is interesting to note that these levels of confidence are not automatically
transferred to the FL, as figures in this category correspond with figures for the FL
obtained in the global analysis.

4.2.9

Analysis of Findings

Contrary to expectations, students at Gaelcholdisti are exhibiting different patterns in
strategy deployment with regard to Irish and the FL. In all strategy categories
examined, the statistical result indicated that no clear association was evident between
variables in Irish and the FL. It was, however, hypothesised that bilingualism or a
high proficiency 'threshold' in L2 would also have an enhanced effect on L3 but this
does not appear to be the case. It may be concluded that students at Gaelcholdisti are
approaching the learning of Irish and the FL in different ways. This may be connected
to Hammarberg’s (2001) observation that the decisive factor in linking L2 and L3 is
that the acquisition process is similar. For students at Gaelcholdisti, particularly those
within the Gaeltacht areas, the acquisition process may have been closer to LI,
thereby, according to Hammarberg’s (2001) theory, reducing the potential for transfer.
Furthermore, his theory states that it may be the concept of the L3 being di foreign
language that increases the likelihood of transfer. Student D (an English-German
bilingual), however, provides evidence of conscious strategy transfer from his L2
(Gemian, which he acquired as a six-year old when he spent 6 months in Germany) to
his L4. ‘When I go to France (...) I will have to do the same, like I did German (...)
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listening, learning and improving myself. He also claims that being bilingual has been
beneficial to him in the learning of Irish and French, but believes that this has been the
case more so in French. This again concurs with Hammarberg’s (2001) theory that
when the L3 is a foreign language, similar to L2, students may see both L3 and L2,
therefore, as typologically closer to each other than to LI, despite the fact that this
may not be the case. Students A, B, and C saw interference as negative. In contrast.
Student D, the only bilingual interviewed, indicates an overall acceptance of
interference as part of the language acquisition process. When asked if he ever got
‘mixed up’ between all his languages he claims that ‘one is only human and that
happens to all of us including me’. This may relate to Chamot’s (1988) conclusion
that L3 learners were less likely to panic than L2 learners when faced with difficulty
in a language and approached linguistic tasks more calmly.
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4.3

Differences in Strategy Deployment Between Learners of a FL as an L3

and as an L4

4.3.1

Introduction: L2, L3 and L4

As discussed in Chapter 2 researchers such as Hufeisen (2000a), Jessner (1997) and
Magiste (1984) have departed from the view that learning an L3 or an L4 involves the
same mentalistic processes as learning L2. This research stresses the qualitative
rather, than the quantitative differences of trilingualism, where the additional language
or languages are seen to complicate the operations of the language acquisition process
(Clyne 1997). In other words, a trilingual is not the sum of three complete or
incomplete monolinguals, nor is a quadrilingual the sum of four complete or
incomplete monolinguals; the trilingual or quadrilingual, rather has a unique and
specific configuration.

One of the main differences posited by this research, much of which has taken
place in instructed acquisition contexts, is that the L3/L4 learner brings with him or
her to the process of language learning a considerable and significant amount of
metacognitive awareness and strategies that are measurably absent in the case of a
learner of a second language or a first FL (L2). While both types of learners - the LI
as an L2 learner and secondly the L2 as an L3 or L4 learner may make use of general
cognitive capabilities and general learning strategies, L3 learners and L4 learners by
extension, bring more to the learning process, attributable to previous language
learning experience. It must be noted, however, that Ahukanna, Lund and Gentile
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(1981) suggest that it is likely that the potential for interference would increase as the
speaker increases the number of languages learned.

Given this theoretical framework, the present study also focuses on further
qualitative differences between language learners in L3 and in L4 in the instructed
context in the area of strategy deployment. The effective deployment of strategies by
the learner may have some correlation with the amount of languages already studied
or acquired. In a study by Thomas (1988) English-Spanish bilinguals were found to
have advantages over monolingual students when learning French as an L3 in a formal
classroom. Magiste (1984) has similarly argued for the advantages bilinguals have
when learning a third language. Thomas (1992) found that students’ prior linguistic
experience when learning Freneh at Texas A&l university coming from Spanish
bilingual communities affected the strategies they adopted, their level of
consciousness about which strategies are effective and their overall success in the
formal language learning environment. It is expected, therefore, that learners of L3
and L4 will exhibit significantly different patterns of strategy deployment than
monolingual learners of L2. Through the added variable of previous L3 acquisition,
an L4 learner's store of linguistic and metalinguistic knowledge will be greater, thus
implying that an L4 learner will have a broader range of strategies from which to
choose than an L3 learner. Thus the following hypothesis was put forward:

i)

L4 learners would exhibit significantly different patterns of strategy use

172

ii)

The type of strategy used by learners of L4 would correlate with the
increasing metalinguistic repertoire of L4 learners, given the qualitative
value-added- component in L3/L4 acquisition

4.3.2

Languages Spoken: Frequency Analysis

In question 95 of the questionnaire students were asked to state the languages they
spoke to conversational level and beyond. It must be noted that the emphasis was on
productive rather than receptive skills with regard to this question.

Surprisingly, 23.5% of the respondents considered themselves to be monolingual,
despite the fact that most of them would have had exposure to Irish as a compulsory
subject at primary and secondary schools and were studying a FL at the time of
completing the questionnaire. In practice, they considered themselves incapable of
holding a conversation in the language. 20.3% reported that they were bilingual in
Irish and English, although not necessarily balanced bilinguals, as the question
referred to languages spoken to conversational level or beyond and did not examine
proficiency levels. 38.8% were trilingual and 6.4% spoke four languages or more to
conversational level.
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Figure 4.26

Languages Spoken by Learners (Table)

Languages Spoken

Percentage of Learners

English

23.5%

English & Irish

20.3%

Other bilingual

8.7%

Trilingual

38.8%

Multilingual

6.4%

Total (n=438)

100.0%

Figure 4.27

Languages Spoken by Learners (Bar Chart)
Question 95. langs spoken

w
o
D
w

45
40
35
30
25

o 20
I 15
^
10
<D
o. 5

0
English

4.3.3

English Irish

Other
bilingual

trilingual

multilingual

Aim ol the Focus Study

The students who reported speaking three or more languages were then selected in a
focus study. Responses given by these students were examined to establish if there
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was a difference in strategy deployment between students with L3 or L4 languages as
self-reported in the questionnaire.

4.3.4

Representative Strategies

Once again, as outlined in Section 4.2.2, one strategy was chosen from each group that
was considered to be the most representative of that strategy category. This was a
necessity, as it was statistically impossible to correlate all strategies and all types of
educational institute (i.e. schooltype /college).

4.3.5

Languages Spoken Within Each Type Of Educational Institution

As this was nominal data, a Monte Carlo test was used to establish whether there was
a connection between the number of languages spoken by students and their
educational background. The Monte Carlo provides an approximate p-value, which
indicates whether an association exists between variables. Unlike the Spearman
correlation, however, it is not possible to attain a measure of association. The test
result in this case was 0.00, which, since it is less than 0.05 indicates that there is no
overall significant association between school-type and the number of languages
spoken. However, some individual differences are observable from the table.
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Figure 4.28

Linguistic Configuration of Learners According to School Type
English English/ Other

Mainstream
School

School

Type

Gaelcholdiste

Total

33.0%

Trilingual Multilingual Total

Irish

Bilingual

14.5%

7.3%

44.1%

1.1%

100.0%

59.1%

3.0%

33.3%

4.5%

100.0%

IT

41.7%

13.1%

15.5%

27.4%

2.4%

100.0%

University

9.1%

13.1%

10.1%

46.5%

21.2%

100.0%

24.1%

20.8%

8.9%

39.7%

6.5%

100.0%

Of the students at mainstream schools, 33% claimed to be monolingual,
speaking English only. 14.5% self-reported speaking English and Irish with 7.3%
being bilingual in English and a language other than Irish. 44.1% reported speaking
three languages and just 1.1% spoke four languages or more. As expected, none of the
66 students in Gaelcholdisti claimed to be monolingual as compared to 33% of those
at mainstream schools. In the Gaelcholdisti 62.1% were bilingual with another 33.3%
claiming to speak 3 languages, with a further 4.5% of respondents indicating that they
spoke 4 languages or more.

In the third level sector, 41.7% of students at ITs believed themselves to be
monolingual, i.e. not capable of carrying out a conversation in a language other than
English. This is an unusual and extraordinary finding as all students surveyed were
taking a language option. Observations in the qualitative-type research by Student A
may provide an explanatory factor. When asked how good she thinks she is at
languages in general, she replies that she considers herself'alright' but hastens to add
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that she is better at 'written than being able to speak it'. Later in the interview she
underlines that 'there was always more emphasis put on being able to write (Irish) than
to speak it.' She also claims that, in school, French was taught 'very much by the
book'. Thus this emphasis on written rather than oral skills may influence students’
perceptions on their oral proficiency.

It is interesting to note that, in contrast, only 9.1% of university students
reported the same. The highest number of L3 and L4 speakers was at university level
with 46.5 % speaking 3 languages and 21.2% speaking four or more. At IT level just
over a quarter were trilingual (27.4%) with 2.4% speaking at least four languages.

Respondents who reported speaking three languages were then compared to
those who reported speaking four or more. As indicated by previous research
discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.6.5, it was expected that those with an L4 would use
more strategies and would have a higher level of metalinguistic awareness with this
extra variable of a previous language. 170 of the total (438 students) were trilingual
with only 28 students who reported speaking more than three languages. 67.7% of
these were university students so results must be considered in this context.

4.3.6

Terminology

For the purpose of this study the term trilingual was applied to those who reported
speaking no more or no less than three languages. Those who reported speaking four
or more are termed multilingual (although those who speak three or more languages
are normally classified as being multilingual). No differentiation is made between
those who reported speaking four languages and those who speak more than four.
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4.3.7

Limitations

75% of multilinguals were third level students and, therefore, form the kernel of the
focus group. This will obviously have an influence on results. Any differences
between L3 and L4 learners which are apparent must be seen, not only in the light of
differences resulting from trilingual or multilingual competencies, but also the
retrospective factor as well as higher competencies by an additional two years
exposure to the FL compared with their counterparts at schools. Also, it must be
noted that Irish as an L2 is activated in students at second level, whereas we can
assume that for the most part students at third level are no longer learning Irish.

4.3.8

Comparison of L3 and L4 Strategy Deployment

4.3.8.1 Cognitive Strategies
The following strategy was chosen to represent cognitive strategies:

Q13

If I don’t know a word I think about other rules of the language to help
me figure out the meaning (Irish)

Q48

If I don’t know a word I think about other rules of the language to help
me figure out the meaning (FL)

With regard to Irish, the Monte Carlo test indicated a p-value of 0.011, thus
indicating no significant difference between L3 and L4 learners. With regard to
strategy deployment in the FL, however, a test result of p = 0.336 confirms that L3
and L4 learners differ. 8.9% of trilinguals 'never' use this cognitive strategy with a
further 8.3% reporting 'not usually' deploying it. Thus in total 17.2% responded
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negatively in terms of strategy use. 7.1% of those who speak four or more languages
'never' use the strategy with 10.7% 'not usually' applying it. Thus a total of 17.8 of
multilinguals 'never' apply it. The difference is more marked in the positive
responses. 29.0% of trilinguals 'usually' apply other rules of the language to
determine the meaning of a word whereas 39.3% of multilinguals 'usually' use the
strategy. A further 20.7% of trilinguals 'always' use this strategy with 21.4% of
multilinguals reporting the same. It can be concluded that multilinguals are clearly
deploying this strategy more frequently with regard to the FL.

Figure 4.29

Linguistic Inferencing (FL)
Trilingual

Multilingual

Total

Never

8.9%

7.1%

8.6%

Q48 Applying

Not usually

8.3%

10.7%

8.6%

Rules of

Sometimes

33.1%

21.4%

31.5%

Language

Usually

29.0%

39.3%

30.5%

(FL)

Always

20.7%

21.4%

20.8%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Total

4.3.8.2

Compensatory Strategies

The representative strategy for this category relates to dictionary usage:

Q16

If I don’t know a word I check the meaning in the dictionary (Irish)

Q51

If I don’t know a word I check the meaning in the dictionary (FL)
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In this category the test results for both Irish and the FL indicated a difference
between the two groups: Irish (p=0.082); FL (p=0.108). Results for this compensatory
strategy vis-a-vis the Irish language were inconsistent with results in other strategy
categories. Trilinguals deployed this strategy to a significantly greater extent than
multilinguals. 2.9% of trilinguals reported 'never' referring to a dictionary compared
with 7.4% of multilinguals reporting the same. Similarly 10.0 % of trilinguals do 'not
usually' use a dictionary whereas 14.8% of multilinguals chose this response. 28.8%
of trilinguals 'always' use a dictionary compared with less than a third of that figure
(7.4%) of multilinguals giving the same response.

Less use of a dictionary may suggest that multilinguals have higher confidence
levels or linguistic flexibility and introduce other compensatory strategies such as
coining words rather than the more time-consuming strategy of resorting to a
dictionary.
Figure 4.30

Dictionary Usage (Irish)
Trilingual

Multilingual

Total

Q16

Never

2.9%

7.4%

3.6%

Dictionary

Not usually

10.0%

14.8%

10.7%

Usage (Irish)

Sometimes

21.8%

25.9%

22.3%

Usually

36.5%

44.4%

37.6%

Always

28.8%

7.4%

25.9%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Total

When the same test was done, however, with regard to the FL the results were
incongruent with those attained for Irish. The test result again indicated a significant
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difference between the groups (p-0.108). The table indicates that although the
difference is not as marked as in some of the other categories, once again there is an
emergence of the general pattern, i.e. multilinguals are using strategies more
frequently. Of the trilinguals 5.9% 'never' refer to a dictionary while none of the
multilinguals reported the same. 4.7% of trilinguals do 'not usually' refer to a
dictionary and again the figure is higher for multilinguals (7.1%). With regard to the
positive responses 32.0% of trilinguals 'usually' look up a word in a dictionary and
41.4% 'always' use this strategy. Thus, 73.4% of trilinguals responded positively to
this strategy compared with 71.4% of multilinguals. (Exactly half (50.0%) of
multilinguals reported 'usually' using a dictionary and 21.4% 'always' refer to one).
Figure 4.31

Dictionary Usage (FL)
Trilingual

Multilingual

Total

Q51

Never

5.9%

Dictionary

Not usually

4.7%

7.1%

5.1%

Usage (FL)

Sometimes

16.0%

21.4%

16.8%

Usually

32.0%

50.0%

34.5%

Always

41.4%

21.4%

38.6%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Total

5.1%

Differences between deployment of strategies in Irish and the FL may be
explained by the fact that 75% of multilinguals were university students and on
average these were 2 years older than those at second level education. The age factor,
due to its association with cognitive and metalinguistic development will have in itself
an influence on results. When third level students were asked to respond to questions
relating to their learning of Irish, it must be assumed that in the majority of cases this
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was in retrospect, as it may be assumed that only very few of them would still be
learning Irish.

4.3.8.3

Memory Strategies

When the following strategy was correlated in relation to Irish, the test result indicated
a significant difference between the groups (p=0.144) and again this is apparent from
the table.
Q22

I try and imagine a situation in which a new word can be used (Irish)

Q57

I try and imagine a situation in which a new word can be used (FL)

16.1% of trilinguals 'never' use this memory category, whereas only 7.4% of
multilinguals chose the 'never' response. 22.6% of trilinguals do 'not usually' use this
memory strategy, whereas again only 7.4% of multilinguals reported the same. 20.8%
of trilinguals 'usually' use this strategy compared with a third (33.3%) of multilinguals
reporting that they 'usually' deploy it. Only 4.8% of trilinguals 'always' imagine a
situation in which a new item of vocabulary can be used compared with almost double
that number of multilinguals (7.4%).
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Figure 4.32

Contextualising in Situation (Irish)
Trilingual

Multilingual

Total

16.1%

7.4%

14.9%

Contextualising Not usually

22.6%

7.4%

20.5%

in Situation

Sometimes

35.7%

44.4%

36.9%

(Irish)

Usually

20.8%

33.3%

22.65

Always

4.8%

1A%

5.1%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Never

Q22

Total

The same correlation was applied in relation to the FL. The test result again
indicated that there was a significant dissociation between the two groups: (p=0.144).
14.2% of trilinguals reported 'never' using this strategy with just over a quarter of that
number of multilinguals (3.6%) reporting the same. 22.5% of trilinguals do 'not
usually' deploy this strategy with only 14.3% of multilinguals choosing the 'not
usually' response. 29.0% and 3.6% of trilinguals 'usually' or 'always' use this strategy
with a greater number of multilinguals responding positively overall (42.9%
responding to 'usually' and 3.6% to 'always'). Thus again a very clear trend emerges
with regard to this strategy, which is consistent with results for other categories that
trilinguals are using strategies less frequently than their multilingual counterparts.
Results of previous research has indicated that older students tend to use more
cognitively demanding strategies than younger students who may resort to strategies
such as rote learning. Results of this research may be highlighting consistency with
these existing findings.
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Figure 4.33

Contextualising in Situation (FL)
Trilingual

Multilingual

lotal

14.2%

3.6%

12.7%

Contextualising Not usually

22.5%

14.3%

21.3%

in Situation

Sometimes

30.8%

35.7%

31.5%

(FL)

Usually

29.0%

42.9%

31.0%

Always

3.6%

3.6%

3.6%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Q57

Never

Total

4.3.8.4

Metacognitive Strategies

The metacognitive strategy of reflecting on the learning process was then examined.
Q39

After Irish class I think about what I have learned

Q74

After French/Gemian class I think about what I have learned

In relation to Irish, the test result indicated a difference between the two
groups (p=0.640). 25.0% of trilinguals 'never' reflect on what they've learned in class
with only 14.8% of multilinguals reporting the same. 23.8% of trilinguals claim they
don't usually use this strategy with 29.6% of multilinguals choosing the 'not usually'
response. At the other end of the scale respectively 19.6% and 4.8% of trilinguals
'usually' or 'always' use this memory strategy compared with a slightly lower overall
figure of multilinguals responding positively. (14.8% 'usually' deploy this strategy and
3.7% 'never' deploy it.) Thus in Irish no conclusive trend emerges between the two
groups.
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Figure 4.34

Reflecting on Learning (Irish)
Trilingual

Multilingual

Total

Q39

Never

25.0%

14.8%

23.6%

Reflecting on

Not usually

23.8%

29.6%

24.6%

Learning

Sometimes

26.8%

37.0%

28.2%

(Irish)

Usually

19.6%

14.8%

19.0%

Always

4.8%

3.7%

4.6%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Total

With regard to the FL the test also indicates a difference between the groups
(p=0.385). 15.4% and 29.0% of respondents, respectively, reported 'never' or 'not
usually' deploying this metacognitive strategy compared with 10.9% and 21.4% of
multilinguals reporting the same. Within the positive responses 21.9% of trilinguals
and 14.3% of multilinguals reported 'usually' reflecting on what they have learned in
class, with 4.7% of trilinguals and 7.1% of multilinguals 'always' reflecting. Again it
emerges that with regard to the FL, multilinguals reflect considerably more on the
learning process than trilinguals.
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Figure 4.35

Reflecting on Learning (FL)
Trilingual

Multilingual

Total

Q74

Never

15.4%

10.7%

14.7%

Reflecting on

Not usually

29.0%

21.4%

27.9%

Learning (FL)

Sometimes

29.6%

46.4%

32.0%

Usually

21.9%

14.3%

20.8%

Always

4.1%

7.1%

4.6%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Total

4.3.8.5

Out-of-Class Strategies

Significant differences were observed when the following out-of-class strategy was
correlated with trilinguals and multilinguals.
Q6
Q41

plan to use Irish outside of class
1 plan to use French/Geiman outside of class

Again, the Monte Carlo test was used to give an approximate p-value, i.e. to
determine whether there are differences between these groups in relation to the out-ofelass strategy variable. The test result was p

0.03, thus indicating no significant

difference with regard to strategy deployment in Irish. With regard to the FL,
however, the test result (p= 0.269) indicates clear differences between strategies
deployed by learners of L3 and L4. The table indicates that 44.4% of trilinguals
'never' use this out-of-class strategy compared with only 28.6% from the multilingual
category. Similarly, 3.5% of trilinguals reported 'usually' planning activities outside of
class and 3.0yo 'always' plan. This compares with 7.1% of multilinguals who reported
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‘usually’ and 3.6% who reported 'always' planning. Thus we can conclude that
multilinguals are clearly using this strategy more frequently with respect to the FL.

Figure 4.36

Planning Activities (FL)
Trilingual

Multilingual

Total

Q41 Planning

Never

44.4%

28.6%

42.1%

Activities

Not usually

26.6%

25.0%

26.4%

(FL)

Sometimes

22.5%.

35.7%

24.4%,

Usually

3.6%

7.1%

4.1%

Always

3.0%

3.6%

3.0%o

100.0%

100.0%,

100.0%

Total

4.3.8.6

Socio-Affective Strategies

Q36

I participate actively in group discussions (Irish)

Q71

I participate actively in group discussions (FL)

When the socio-affective strategy (category was examined, using the above
representative strategies, the test result indicated a difference between the two groups
with regard to Irish (p=0.402). The tab.e also indicates overall differences. 16.7% of
trilinguals 'never' take part in group discussions with only 11.1% of multilinguals
reporting the same. 10.1% of trilinguah 'always' participate in class discussions with
18.5% of multilinguals reporting the sane'. Again it is possible to draw the general
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conclusion that multilinguals also use this strategy more frequently than their
trilingual counterparts.
Figure 4.37

Participation in Discussions (Irish)
Trilingual

Multilingual

Total

Q36

Never

16.7%

11.1%

15.9%

Participation

Not usually

15.5%

22.2%

16.4%

in Discussions

Sometimes

26.8%

14.8%

25.1%

(Irish)

Usually

31.0%

33.3%

31.3%

Always

10.1%

18.5%

11.3 %

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Total

With regard to the FL, the test result was p = 0.011 thus indicating no
significant difference between the groups. However individual differences are
observable from the table. None of the multilinguals reported 'never' taking part in a
group discussion in the FL and only 7.1% reported 'not usually' participating. When
compared to the trilinguals, a significant difference is observed. 11.8% of students in
this category 'never' deploy this social strategy and a further 23.1% do 'not usually'
deploy it. 24.9% of trilinguals 'usually' participate in class discussions with over
double that number of multilinguals reporting the same (53.6%). The difference is not
quite as marked in the 'always' category with 7.1% of trilinguals and 10.7% of
multilinguals choosing this response. Thus, again with regard to the FL, a trend is
evident that multilingual students are using this social strategy considerably more
frequently than their trilingual counterparts. It is, however, important to consider the
possibility that this confidence to participate in group discussions may be linked with
the difference in age.
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Figure 4.38

Participation in Discussions (FL)
Trilingual

Multilingual

Total

Q71

Never

11.8%

Participation

Not usually

23.1%

10.7%

21.3%

in Discussions

Sometimes

33.1%

25.0%

32.0%

(FL)

Usually

24.9%

53.6%

28.9%

Always

7.1%

10.7%

7.6%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Total

4.3.9

10.2%

Analysis of Findings

As expected, multilingiials report deploying a wider range of strategies, and deploying
these more frequently than trilinguals, particularly in the metacognitive and out-ofclass strategy categories. This does not concur with Stander (2001) who reports that
L3 learners use more social /cognitive strategies than L2 learners but less
metacognitive ones. As both metacognitive and out-of-class categories coincide with
increased metalinguistic awareness, it suggests that learners of L4 have transferred
strategies and metalinguistic awareness from their previous language learning
experience. The L4 learners interviewed for the purposes of this study also exhibit a
higher level of metalinguistic awareness than L3 learners. Student B reports 'when I'm
learning a new word in German I think straight away what that word is in French'.
She provides evidence of awareness of lexical cognates across languages: 'there are
alot of German words similar to English more so than English words that are similar
to French.' She also reports creating her own mnemonics to remember more
successfully. Evidence of the transfer process is found in the interview with Student
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D, a German-English bilingual with knowledge of Irish, French, Latin, and to a lesser
degree, Spanish. When asked if he ever compared German to French and Irish in the
learning process Student D reports ‘you do build bridges for yourself if you can and
help yourself. When asked which language he refers back to first, he replies that there
is no definite procedure as to what language comes first or last, adding that ‘it’s just
my entire language pool (...) that I have to come back on’.

Since a large proportion of L4 learners in this study, however, are at university
level, any conclusions must be seen in light of the fact that the majority of the
multilinguals were older than the other students in the study. Also by virtue of the
fact that they had gained entry to university, it can also be concluded that they had all
reached reasonably high academic standards.
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